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1 Chapter 1: Introduction 
1.1 Chapter Overview 
This chapter presents the primary motivation for this research : To replicate the motivational 
bases associated with consumers' affection towards the underdog and extend it to the sports 
industry. It is argued that consumers support the underdog because they want the world to be 
balanced and fair, they sympathise with the underdog, they identify with the underdog, and 
underdogs may relate with their life (McGinnis, Gao, Jun, & Gentry, 2013). McGinnis et al. 
(2013) propose some further investigations based on their research. Thus, this chapter 
identifies the gap and explores the cross domain effect of the underdog in the sports industry. 
This chapter concludes with the research contribution and thesis structure. 
1.2 Background 
The aim of this research study is to replicate the motivational bases associated with 
consumers’ affection towards the underdog and extend it to the sports industry, though some 
research does exist on consumers’ motivations behind their preference for underdog. This 
research focuses on identifying the consumers’ emotional feelings associated with underdog 
sports teams as discussed in the later part of the study. This is important for two reasons: first, 
the value and economic importance of the sports industry and, second, the conceptual issues 
that arise from consumers' affection for the ‘underdog’ in political, business and sporting 
areas. 
1.2.1 Economic Importance  
Global Perspectives: Professional sports are closely linked with global labour markets 
(Campbell, 2010). In 2004, the sports industry of the European Union contributed 3-4 percent 
in economic growth and 5.4% of the total labour force, contributing €407 billion to the 
economy (Campbell, 2010). Every year around US $620 billion is spent on various sports 
including sporting goods, live sports events, infrastructure construction and licensed products 
(Zygband, Collignon, Sultan, Santander, & Valensi, 2011). Independent research conducted 
by Lagardère Unlimited (2011) reveals that the worldwide sports business is rising much 
more quickly than nationwide GDP rates around the globe. The United States sports industry 
adds $ 442 billion each year, which is nearly 1% of the total GDP of the USA (Barnes, 2012). 
In China, the sports industry exceeds US $450 billion, and it is growing speedily at the rate of 
20% per annum (Gao, 2012, p. 238). In addition, the Taiwan sports industry is expected to be 
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USD 9.3 billion by 2015 which will be around 1% of the total GDP of Taiwan (Fu Lu, 2012, 
p. 51). 
Figure 1 : Ratio of sports spending versus GDP growth around the globe 
 
Source: (Zygband, Collignon, Sultan, Santander & Valensi, 2011) 
The above figure indicates that sports industries have a huge impact on countries’ GDP. In 
Europe, the Middle East and African countries the ratio is more than 3.0.  
Figure 2: Major sports’ growth rates and market sizes by geography 
 
Source: (Zygband et al., 2011) 
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The above figure shows that there is a huge market for football in Europe, the Middle East 
and African countries, and baseball, National Basketball Association, National Football 
League and National Hockey League are famous in North America.  
Figure 3: Projected growth rate of global sports market 
 
Source : (Zygband et al., 2011) 
It is also important to note that the growth rate of sport is increasing every year. Even 
assuming with a slow growth rate, it is forecast that the sports industry will grow at a rate of 
12.9% by 2015 (Zygband et al., 2011). Other sectors are also indirectly linked with the sports 
industry (e.g. sports tourism). According to Singh (2013), sports tourism is one of the rapidly 
growing global travel sectors worth more than US $600 billion every year (p. 62). Regarding 
employment, in the USA more than 12,00,000 employees are associated with sports and 
recreation industry (Barnes, 2012). It is important to note that the sports industry is creating 
many potential prospects for all kinds of businesses (Huang & Chang, 2012).  
Pacific Region Perspectives: According to Price Waterhouse Cooper (2011), the Asia- 
Pacific region is the third largest sports market with US $22.7 billion, with a growth rate of 
3.9% annually. Sport in the Pacific region includes different types of interrelated activities, 
ranging from those organised at the community level to those involving elite sportspeople at 
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national and international levels. Also, Figure 2 shows that the Asia Pacific region is a huge 
market for football, rugby, Formula 1, baseball, tennis and golf. According to Australian 
Bureau of Statistics (2012), more than 65% of Australians aged over 15 years participate in 
sport and recreation activities.  
New Zealand Perspectives: In New Zealand, more than 92% of young people and around 
83% of adults participate in more than one recreational or sports activities (SPARC, 2011), 
which indicates that New Zealand is a sport-loving country. According to SPARC (2011), 
New Zealand, which is famous for its sports and recreational activities, has a NZ $5.2 billion 
industry, more than its manufacturing and logistics sector. Sports industries contribute around 
2.8% of the total GDP in New Zealand. The above figures show that countries cannot ignore 
the contribution of sports industries, as in many countries sport carries national pride (e.g. 
cricket for India, football for Brazil). In New Zealand, there are around 15,000 sports clubs 
run by 776,000 volunteers across the nation (SPARC, 2011), and in one day an average of 
200,000 people watch rugby, netball or soccer on television. According to SPARC (2011), 
around NZ $1.3 billion spent by New Zealand households on sports equipment and goods 
every year, which indicates that sport has a huge economic impact on the country’s GDP. 
In 1980, in ice hockey, USA beat USSR in 4-3. That event was remembered as the ‘miracle 
on ice’. In 2008, during the T20 Cricket world cup, India was voted as an underdog team, but 
at the end of the competition, they created history and won the world cup. In 2009, Tiger 
Woods was beaten by Y. E. Yang of South Korea in PGA championship final round, which 
demolished the dominance of Tiger Woods in major championship on the golf course. In 
Wimbledon 2013, Rafael Nadal (No. 1 seed in tennis) was beaten by Steve Darcis (No. 135 
seed in tennis) in straight sets. In sports, there are plenty of examples where an ‘underdog’ 
team outperformed the stronger team. There are many examples in the sports world, where 
sport consumers associate themselves with the ‘underdog’ either by self-actualization or 
sympathetic manner (Paharia, Keinan, Avery, & Schor, 2011). Motivational bases for 
consumers affection towards the underdog are very important aspect to understand from 
marketer’s prospects (McGinnis et al., 2013) So, this study will focus on ‘underdog’ and try 
to identify the consumers’ behavior associated with it. 
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1.2.2 Conceptual Issue 
In politics, sports, or even in business, the term ‘underdog’ is frequently used. In politics, it is 
a widely used term to gain the sympathetic support of the people.  
“I was never the likeliest candidate for this office. We didn't start with much 
money or many endorsements. Our campaign was not hatched in the halls of 
Washington—it began in the backyards of Des Moines and the living rooms of 
Concord and the front porches of Charleston.” President-Elect Barack Obama's 
acceptance speech, November 5, 2008 as cited in (Paharia et al., 2011, p. 775) 
McGinnis and Gentry (2009) suggested that there are certain motivational bases, which 
associates consumer with ‘underdog’, which help to gain market share from a managerial 
perspectives. To support the above view, Paharia et al. (2011), suggest that many consumers 
relate the underdog brand to their own lives. Many companies promote their products related 
to famous underdog characters who achieved huge success in the market .For example, The 
Lord of the Rings , David and Goliath, and Rocky (Paharia et al., 2011).  
"Through a series of experiments, we show that underdog brand biographies 
are effective in the marketplace because consumers identify with the 
disadvantaged position of the underdog and share their passion and 
determination to succeed when the odds are against them" (Paharia et al., 
2011, p. 777) 
Therefore, this research study identifies the motivational bases for underdog affection in the 
sports industry (McGinnis et al., 2013), which is helpful for small and medium scale 
industries to establish their brand in a very competitive market. Certain values that associate 
with ‘underdog’ create motivation for consumers to buy the products related to that. Some 
researcher proposed that many big companies use the ‘underdog’ image to gain the sympathy 
from consumer to create their brand (Paharia et al., 2011). The association with an 
‘underdog’ team may become stronger for consumers who support the ‘underdog’.Despite the 
economic and theoretical impact, there is little empirical evidence to explore motivational 
bases associated with underdog consumption in sports industry. Thus, the Research question 
of the study is to extend and replicate the motivational bases for consumers underdog 
affection in sports.  
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1.3 Research Question 
For many years the concept of underdog has been in the picture of the business, sports, and 
political worlds (N. Goldschmied, 2005). In general, Business underdogs are not extensively 
researched (McGinnis et al., 2013). In recent years, three main studies were carried out on 
this significant topic (J. H. Kim et al., 2008; McGinnis & Gentry, 2009; Paharia et al., 2011). 
Moreover, McGinnis and Gentry (2009) carried out a qualitative study regarding the 
precursor factors that persuade consumers’ favor towards underdogs in sports and business 
which could be determined by individuality, nostalgia, empathy, inspiration, and freedom of 
choice. According to Paharia et al. (2011), using brand biography to emphasize humble 
beginnings, some big companies position themselves as the underdog. Therefore, the research 
question is: 
Why do consumers support the underdog team in sports entertainment?  
Research question will be answered through a 4 stage process: 
1. Conceptual model and hypothesis development 
2. Measurement model and methodological development 
3. Measurement model assessment of discriminant and convergent validity using 
confirmatory factor analysis 
4. Hypothesis and conceptual model testing using structural equation modelling:  
The conceptual model to be assessed is based on a replication of the previous validated 
research of McGinnis et al. (2013) to be extended it to the sports context in New Zealand. 
This study provides a general questionnaire measure of a consumer’s motivation (or 
affection) towards the underdog. Motivation focuses on the underlying consumer cognitive 
response and drives their behavior. This measurement approach can be used in any context to 
measure how consumers are motivated to support the underdog. In the case of this research, it 
will measure the consumers’ (fans’) motivation to support the underdog sports teams.  
The findings will have significant practical insights for New Zealand sports organizations in 
how they gain the support of their consumers. Often they are in the position as an underdog, 
and it will be helpful to understand what may motivate to their consumers. 
1.4 Contribution 
This research contributes to the understanding of how to conceptualize and measure 
consumer’s underdog affection in four ways: 
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1. Theoretical: The study uses the replication extension method to explore the motivational 
bases of consumers’ affection towards underdog affection in sports. The underdog effect 
in marketing is being a systematic study on the motivational basis for consumers’ unique 
emotional attachment to underdog sports entities. McGinnis et al. (2013) study focuses on 
the underdog image of businesses to gain the support of consumers. McGinnis and Gentry 
(2009) observe underdog’s existence in commerce, sports, and society in general, while 
the domain for Paharia et al. (2011) is primarily commerce, specifically branding. This 
study adds limited but growing literature on underdog consumption in sports. As 
underdog is the growing concept in politics, sports and businesses, it is worth to explore 
the motivation behind supporting the underdog entities. 
2. Empirical: empirical evidence indicates that consumers’ behavior is support of underdog 
can be explained by their affection toward underdogs, a lasting feeling that those entities 
that are externally disadvantaged but are determined to succeed (McGinnis et al., 2013). 
The conceptual framework is informed by existing research on underdog support in 
commerce, sports, as well as politics (J. H. Kim et al., 2008; McGinnis & Gentry, 2009; 
Paharia et al., 2011; Joseph Vandello, Goldschmied, & Richards, 2007). This study will 
cover the extensive literature on sports consumption and underdog behavior. Based on 
empirical evidence from previous studies, this study try to minimize the gap and explore 
consumers’ affection towards underdog in sports.  
3. Methodological: The methodological aim of this study is based on qualitative work of 
McGinnis and Gentry (2009) and other previous studies to develop reliable and valid 
measures, especially for underdog affection, underdog support, and balance maintenance. 
Data will be collected from New Zealand consumers to test the conceptual model, and 
research results yield useful insights to the motivational underpinnings of consumers’ 
affection toward underdogs in business (McGinnis et al., 2013). In this study, data will be 
collected through face to face interview from 500 respondents in Auckland, New Zealand 
with structured questionnaire. 
4. Managerial: This study is about how small entities could find ways to survive in 
increasingly concentrated industries, especially in an era of heightened globalization. The 
key message from the study is that some consumers might be supportive of these 
underdogs by virtue of their higher underdog affection. It is important to use underdog 
status as a marketing tool to reach these consumers. Given the significant evidence 
linking consumers' affection towards the underdog to underdog support in sports, not 
utilizing the marketing potential of a firm’s underdog status could constitute a waste of 
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opportunity, especially as many small entities are struggling to find a way to survive amid 
the competition from corporate giants.  
1.5 Thesis Structure 
This thesis is structured in five chapters: 
Chapter One covers the introduction of the research study. It presents the economic 
importance of the sport industry in the global market as well as conceptual issues associated 
with the underdog. It also links the motivational bases associated with underdog in business, 
sports and politics. This chapter also covers the research question, potential contribution of 
research and generalize summary of the thesis.  
Chapter Two broadly reviews the literature to critically analyse existing knowledge on 
consumption behavior, underdog and motivational bases associated with the underdog 
concept. It mainly covers the following aspects of each topic: conceptual bases and practical 
implications. The research discusses the literature on hypotheses proposed by the original 
study to extend them to the sport industry. This chapter reveals the known and unknown 
conceptual issues related to underdog and consumption behavior.   
Chapter Three presents the importance of replication and extension in marketing research to 
reveal the motivational base for the research. It also discusses the process of questionnaire 
development and data collection methods. The primary goal of this research is to identify the 
motivational bases of consumers’ affiliation towards the underdog by collecting responses 
from the general public through face-to-face interviews. Furthermore, the chapter discusses 
the data analysis techniques which include descriptive data analysis and model development 
techniques. 
Chapter Four covers the quantitative outcomes and results obtained from data analysis. It 
includes the percentage analysis of underdog consumption and sport consumer behavior. It 
also calculates the CFA and SEM measurements for the constructs associated with the 
underdog. Hypotheses are also tested through model development techniques.  
Chapter Five focuses on a discussion of the results of the study. It thoroughly examines the 
relations between various constructs of underdog proposed in hypotheses based on secondary 
data use in this research. It covers the managerial implication of this research. It also 
discusses the limitations of the research study and potential scope of research development. 
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2 Chapter 2: Literature Review 
2.1 Chapter Overview: 
The aim of this chapter is to outline the basis to understand the consumers. Initially, literature 
review focuses on the historical contribution of various authors on the consumer behavior and 
its contextual implication. Furthermore, literature review based on the modern theoretical 
developments on the consumption behavior and it is important to know consumer behavior 
before identifying the motivational bases associated with the underdog. The literature review 
is constructed in three parts : consumption behavior, underdog consumption and motivational 
bases for the underdog consumption. Furthermore, the literature review will cover the 
hypotheses proposed by McGinnis et al. (2013) and extend these to the sports industry. 
2.2 Consumption Behavior 
To define consumption behavior, this literature review will focus mainly on two perspectives. 
One is conceptualizing consumption behavior, and the second one is the contextual 
implications of consumption. 
2.2.1 The Concept of Consumption Behavior 
Erlier in 1980s’ , R. Belk, Bahn, and Mayer (1982) came up with the consumption symbolism 
associated with consumers. They developed the social factors associated with consumption 
symbolism. Consumption symbols are based on personal consumption, interpersonal relations 
and career aspirations of consumers (R. Belk et al., 1982). Their research was based on 
identifying consumption symbolism in six groups and comparing the behavior with male and 
females in the different social groups. They also proposed that people make an assumption 
regarding others based on their preference of consumption items. The result obtained from 
their study suggests that consumers more or less express their behavior through the 
consumption process of buying products (R. Belk et al., 1982).  
To extend the above study, M. Holbrook, Chestnut, Oliva, and Greenleaf (1984) proposed a 
conceptual model based on the consumption experience. They explained the importance of 
performance, personality and emotions in games through focus group experimental study. 
The focus experimental study was carried out on sixty MBA students with verbal and visual 
video games. The study by M. Holbrook et al. (1984) has added practical support to the study 
of Holbrook and Hirschman (1982), which was based on consumer feelings, fantasies and 
fun. M. Holbrook et al. (1984) developed the conceptual model for consumer behavior based 
on important factors such as “consumption vs. purchase, using vs. choosing and consuming 
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vs. buying” (p. 736). They came up with two suggestions, first; performance and emotional 
response of players depend upon the individual characteristics, and previous performance, 
and the second are various skills, age and personal differences have a strong impact on 
consumers’ responses to humorous consumption experiences. 
Moreover, M. Holbrook and Shaughnessy (1988) developed the interpretive approach to 
understand the consumption behavior based on addictive semiotics and self-corrective loop of 
hermeneutics. The interpretive approach is defined as “the critical analysis of the text for the 
purpose of determining its single or multiple meanings” (M. Holbrook & Shaughnessy, 1988, 
p. 400). Their study focused on interpreting the theory of consumer behavior from a social 
science perspective.  
Furthermore, Stayman and Deshpande (1989), formulated the relationship between consumer 
behavior and situational ethnicity. They tested hypotheses on Chinese, Anglo and Mexican 
American ethnic groups. Their study found constant support of different ethnic groups on 
consumer behavior due to social surroundings. Additionally, they argued that consumption 
choices are affected by situational context and proposed situation specific consumption 
behavior for different ethnic groups (Stayman & Deshpande, 1989). The diagram below 
shows the impact of product type and social surroundings on consumer behavior of different 
ethnic groups. 
Figure 4: Proposed Structure of Situational Ethnicity and Consumption  
 
Source: (Stayman & Deshpande, 1989, p. 363)  
In addition to an above study, Holt (1995) defined the consumption as, “Consuming is a 
mode of action in which people make use of consumption objects in a variety of ways” (p. 
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14). Holt (1995) expanded the typology of consumption, which was focused on the 
conceptual model mention below: 
Figure 5: Metaphors for Consuming  
 
Source: (Holt, 1995, p. 3) 
Holt (1995) carried out observational research for two years as a baseball spectator in 
Chicago. The study suggests that core metaphors of consuming are integration, experience, 
classification and play. They are interrelated with each other in a theoretical model based on 
the structure of action and the purpose of action (M. Holbrook et al., 1984; Holt, 1995). 
Furthermore, the structure consists of object actions and interpersonal actions, and purpose 
consists of instrumental actions and auto telic actions (Holt, 1995). Based on the above 
model, Holt (1995), defined consumption in four different categories: 
 
Source : (Holt, 1995) 
Holt (1995) also defined materialism as a unique style of consumption, which occurs when 
consumers give more importance to the value of consumption objects rather than the 
experience of other people. Impact of materialism on consumer behavior will be discussed in 
the later part of literature in detail. 
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In addition to the above study, Ratner and Kahn (2002) described the research on 
consumption and its impact on public versus private consumption. Their study was carried 
out on sixty five university students of Northeastern and Southeastern universities. They 
suggest that consumers prefer others to evaluate the choices between objects which provide 
more varieties in a selection rather than private consumption decisions (Ratner & Kahn, 
2002). Moreover, they investigated the loyalty of consumer’s favorite products against the 
other public’s reaction and found that consumers consider the public preference against their 
favorite products.  
To support the above views, Arnould and Thompson (2005) developed the Consumer Culture 
Theory (CCT) based on their twenty years of research. According to theory, CCT supports 
the consumer research associated with marketplace behavior and consumption. CCT 
proposed that symbolic, contextual, and experiential aspects of consumption included 
acquisition and possession through analysis of macro and micro level perspectives (Arnould 
& Thompson, 2005). 
Additionally, P. Thompson, Jones, and Warhurst (2007) suggested the creation and 
managerial links in consumption. They proposed that, in the new economy, there was no 
relation between conception and consumption, which was dangerous from creative, 
managerial point of view. They found that the indeterminacy of consumption can be resolved 
through managing work relations (P. Thompson et al., 2007). In contrast, Lee, Motion, and 
Conroy (2009) carried out research on Anti-consumption and brand avoidance. The study 
carried by them explores three kinds of brand avoidance: identity, experimental and moral. 
The below figure indicate the meaning of various types of brand avoidance. 
Figure 6: Types of Brand Avoidance 
 
Source : (Lee et al., 2009). 
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The study was based on the grounded theory approach, and it analyzed the data of 23 students 
from a Central City University campus (Lee et al., 2009). The research suggests that 
consumers consume the products in a way that maintains or enhances their self-concept, 
while neglecting the objects which contrast with their self-concept (Lee et al., 2009). 
Moreover, they proposed that consumers purchase products for positive benefits associated 
with it due to different intentions to achieve their consumption goal (Lee et al., 2009). On the 
other hand, Turel, Serenko, and Bontis (2010) developed the theory for consumption value 
perceptions. This theory was based on quantitative methods and data was collected from 492 
mobile phone users (Turel et al., 2010). The theory suggests several aspects linked to 
consumption behavior and predicts that consumer’s preferences are based on the multiple 
consumption significance. As per theory, consumers make buying decisions after considering 
different value dimensions, such as enjoyment, social, quality, and value-for-money (Turel et 
al., 2010). 
To extend the above study, Y. K. Kim, Trail, and Ko (2011) developed a quality approach to 
understand the relationship between the sports organizations and the sports consumers. They 
identified several reasons of disconnection and discontented of sports consumers from sport 
organizations. Among several reasons, cost of attending sports events, attitude of players and 
sport organizations towards the fans and insensitive, deceptive, and manipulative (Mullin, 
Hardy and Sutton, 2007) marketing practices of sports organizations (Y. K. Kim et al., 2011) 
are main. The below figure shows the impact of relationship quality on consumption 
behaviors: 
Figure 7: Proposed Conceptual Framework for Relationship Quality  
 
Source: (Y. K. Kim et al., 2011, p. 60) 
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To support the above view, Li-Shiue and Korzenny (2009), explained conspicuous 
consumption in social exclusion. Conspicuous consumption can be defined as “a self-
focused, showy behavior intended to impress others by calling attention to the self” (Li-Shiue 
& Korzenny, 2009, p. 532). They carried out research on eighty undergraduate students from 
business department of the University of Wisconsin–Milwaukee and University of Sydney. 
Their research suggests that a social refusal can direct to social reconnection and buying of 
nostalgic items that assist to make the stronger reconnection with the past (Li-Shiue & 
Korzenny, 2009). Earlier it was indicated by Wong (1997) that “Conspicuous consumption is 
often associated with materialism and low self-esteem” (Li-Shiue & Korzenny, 2009, p. 301).  
Study of Keinan, Avery, and Paharia (2010) demonstrated “Reactive compensatory 
consumption behavior occurs, when consumers experience a self-threat, they are known to 
sometimes engage in consumption behavior, in a reactive fashion to eliminate the 
experienced self-threat” (Keinan et al., 2010, pp. 815-816). They examined that when and 
how various forms of compensatory consumption impact of consumer behavior versus actual 
consumption preference. They found that a reactive compensatory consumption is more 
connected with the use of products for the purpose of distraction (Keinan et al., 2010). 
Above literature reveals the conceptual base of consumption behavior which is supported by 
the next section that covers the contextual implication of consumption behavior. 
2.2.2 Contextual Implication of Consumption behavior 
Earlier, Hutton, Mauser, Filiatrault, and Ahtola (1986) proposed the price related feedback on 
consumption behavior and consumer knowledge. Previous studies by behavioral scientist 
suggest that the feedbacks are the critical factor which can control the performance and 
learning (Miller, Galanter, and Pribram, 1960; Hutton et al., 1986). According to them, 
consumer decisions are influenced by various factors associated with feedback, including 
information format, specificity and situation (Hutton et al., 1986). To develop the specific 
strategies and programs, the concept of feedback can serve as an important instrument 
(Hutton et al., 1986). 
Additionally, Fisher (1998) identified the attractiveness and similarity in a group derived 
consumption in a sports context. The research was carried out on eighty four undergraduate 
students from business faculty of the University of Southern California. The data were 
collected through survey method. According to the research study, consumers’ perceived 
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similarity with the group attractiveness is important factors to understand the psychological 
and the behavioral aspects of consumption (Fisher, 1998). 
To support the above view, Soman and Gourville (2001) carried out research on various 
factors influenced on consumption behavior. Based on four studies of purchase decision of 
ski passes, they proposed that a price bundling guides to a “decoupling” of transaction 
benefits and cost, which may lead to decrease the favoritism of consumers’ expected services. 
Decoupling referred as disassociation form consumption object (Soman & Gourville, 2001). 
Also, consumers are willing to give up consumption preference when they got more benefits 
with the bundled products rather than unbundled products (Soman & Gourville, 2001). 
 
Furthermore, Trail and James (2001) developed the motivational scale for sports 
consumption, which emphasizes on psychometric properties of sports spectators the 
consumption pattern. The research was carried out on 275 ticket holders for a baseball game. 
According to the study, there are mainly four attributes (e.g., Media consumption, Word of 
mouth, Attendance and Merchandise's consumption) of sports consumers who affected by the 
relationship quality of sport consumer organization (Trail & James, 2001). To support them, 
Howard and Crompton (2004), proposed that if reciprocity is balanced between sports 
business and sports consumers, then the relationship between them retained for a long time. 
 
To extend the above study, Hightower, Brady, and Baker (2002) examined the importance of 
the physical situation on the hedonic service consumption in sports through an exploratory 
study. The study was carried out in a baseball stadium in the Midwest United States 
(Hightower et al., 2002). They found that in the sports area, many factors affect consumers’ 
behavioral intentions, such as loyalty, word of mouth and willingness to pay (Hightower et 
al., 2002). 
Furthermore, Trail, Fink, and Anderson (2003) identified specific factors affecting the 
consumption behavior of sport spectator. The data were collected by distributing 500 
questionnaires during basketball game. According to the study, identifications, confirmation 
or disconfirmation of expectancies, motives, self-esteem, affective state and behavioral 
intentions have high influence of consumption behavior of sport spectator (Trail et al., 2003). 
They also suggest nine motives to explain the sports consumption, which are as follow: 
aesthetics, drama/excitement, acquisition of knowledge, family, vicarious achievement, 
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physical skill of members, escape, the physical attractiveness of members and social 
interaction (Trail et al., 2003). 
To support the above view, McDaniel, Lim, and Mahan (2007) focus advertisement to 
promote the consumption of sports against the role of personality and gender. Data was 
collected from 187 undergraduates of Eastern United States. Their study found that a violent 
image of an advertisement has impact on marketing and media psychology of sport 
consumption. 
In case of sport consumer behavior, Li-Shiue and Korzenny (2009) examined the values 
affiliated with the sporting approach and the consumption attributes through an exploratory 
study. Their study found that sports are more important for those people who pay out more 
money on viewing or attending events rather than those people who did not spend on sports 
events. They defined sports attitude as “A person’s enduring favorable or unfavorable 
evaluations and emotional feelings toward sports” (Li-Shiue & Korzenny, 2009, p. 301). 
They also suggest two things, first; consumption group was enjoying more risk taking rather 
than non-consumption group and second, the performance of a loyal fan of sports affected by 
their personal value (Li-Shiue & Korzenny, 2009).  
To extend the above study in rugby, Byon, Michael, and Michael (2010) identified the impact 
of motivational factors of spectators on the consumption behavior in wheelchair rugby. Data 
was gathered from spectators of five matches organized at Midwest United Sates. The results 
obtained from the study show that Physical skill and knowledge were linked to consumption 
behavior of spectator and mediated achievements and knowledge were associated with online 
media consumption (Byon et al., 2010). 
Additionally, Wu, Cutright, and Fitzsimons (2011) proposed the research on what a consumer 
buy based on self-knowledge. Their study was carried out on seventy nine undergraduate 
students of North Carolina College through the survey method (Wu et al., 2011). They 
proposed that low reactants and inter dependents do not feel hesitate by self-knowledge and 
that image incorporate into their consumption decisions, while high reactants and 
independents think hesitated by self-knowledge. Moreover, Self-knowledge can considerably 
influence consumption decisions of people (Wu et al., 2011). 
Furthermore, Gilde, Pace, Pervan, and Strong (2011) established the conceptual bases for the 
customer citizenship performance in sports. The findings of their study suggest that, in rugby, 
fans engage in surrounding roles and rituals that may be changed on each and every day of a 
match. Additionally, managers can make benefits from a customer citizenship performance 
by understanding the space, time and practices for brand relevance of their firm (Gilde et al., 
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2011). To support the above view, Y. K. Kim et al. (2011) proposed that relationship 
marketing can used as an effective strategy to promote sports consumption behavior. 
Relationship marketing can be defined as "all marketing activities directed towards 
establishing, developing, and maintaining successful relational exchanges" (Y. K. Kim et al., 
2011, p. 576). 
Gray and Wert-Gray (2012) examined an impact of team satisfaction and identification with 
team performance. The study was focused on 300 spectators of more than forty professionals 
and collegian around seven sports. The result suggests that to retain fan for future 
consumption; team identification and satisfaction can create an impact on multiple 
consumptions behavior (Gray & Wert-Gray, 2012). Moreover, relationship of sport 
organizations with their fan may lead to provide more benefits than effort requires improving 
team performance (Gray & Wert-Gray, 2012). The figure below show the various means to 
make a strong bond between sport consumers and sport organizations: 
 
Source: (Gray & Wert-Gray, 2012) 
Recently, Shapiro, Ridinger, and Trail (2013) analyze the consumption behavior of spectators 
and identify the future behavioral intentions. Their study was carried out on a theoretical base 
with data collected from spectators of a football match. Their study proposed that the past 
behavior of consumers can help to predict their future intentions. The result obtained from 
study help sports marketers to develop the strategies to generate more money through 
introducing more athletic programs (Shapiro et al., 2013). 
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2.2.3 Summary 
From conceptual as well as contextual point of view, consumption behavior can be 
summarized as below: 
i. Consumption is part of social action in which consumption objects use different ways 
by people to make a decision. 
ii. Consumption's decision often influenced by information specificity, its format and 
situation.  
iii. Age, skill and different preferences have a strong impact of consumers’ consumption 
behavior. 
iv. Price bundle has major impact on consumer behavior 
v. In case of hedonic product, consumption process requires mental effort and emotional 
engagement. 
Above literature covers the base of consumption behavior. The next section will reveal the 
description of the underdog and its linkage with consumption behavior.  
2.3 Underdog Consumption 
The aim of this section is to conceptualize the underdog on the basis of previous literature 
and focus on the contextual implication of underdog consumption in general as well as in 
sports. The literature will cover the empirical evidence in the initial part and extends it 
towards the current research on underdog consumption. It is significant to understand the 
underdog consumption before establishing the relationship between motivational bases for 
underdog affiliation and consumption behavior.  
2.3.1 The Concept of Underdog 
Now a day, ‘underdog’ is frequently heard in businesses, sports, politics and other areas. 
Although, there is no extensive research carried out to conceptualize the ‘underdog’ 
consumption. Joseph Vandello et al. (2007) identified that the sports teams with limited 
financial support and low expectation were labeled as underdogs. They also suggested that an 
underdog was a person or team who is undeserved for competition and expected to lose in 
competition (Joseph Vandello et al., 2007). 
To extend the above view, J. H. Kim et al. (2008) proposed the conceptual model based on 
the sources for the underdog. They examined the underdog result in two different situations, 
business and sports. They identified several conditions in which people support or abandon 
the underdog and found that people support underdog when self-relevance and its effects are 
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high. Underdog effect can define as “tendency to support or root for an entity that is 
perceived as attempting to accomplish a difficult task, and that is not required to succeed 
against an explicit or implicit advantaged opponent” (J. H. Kim et al., 2008, p. 2551). 
Additionally, if people support the underdog is professed as strange, then doing so, may lead 
to fulfill the need for uniqueness or give then hope to overcome from difficult situations (J. 
H. Kim et al., 2008). 
Furthermore, to support the J. H. Kim et al. (2008), McGinnis and Gentry (2009) explored the 
motives and meaning of underdog consumption. According to the study, underdog consumers 
favor underdogs despite sympathy, as a mean to ensure the fairness and maintain the equality 
in competition, and an approach to present personal stimulation (McGinnis & Gentry, 2009). 
People, who recognize themselves with an underdog sports athlete or team, do such thing to 
execute different social roles and representing group-derived behavior (Fisher and Wakefield, 
1998; McGinnis & Gentry, 2009). The finding of their study suggests that affiliating 
positively with a losing team is nonproductive and highly undesirable, and underdog 
consumers are emotion driven, which leads to fail to identify the choices for consumption 
(McGinnis & Gentry, 2009). Thus, underdog consumer has to deal with sudden disruption 
(Holt, 2004) or shifts in the environment and social demands comes first against the 
succeeding (McGinnis & Gentry, 2009). 
To support the above view, Keinan et al. (2010) proposed the review on how to generate 
money from underdog effect. As per the study, “The stronger a person’s own sense of 
struggling is, the greater the preference for the underdog brand” (Keinan et al., 2010, p. 32). 
They recommend that the brand should take the advantage of being disadvantageous in 
people’s mind with determination and sheer passion. Also, consumers would support the 
underdog because of brand’s underdog characteristics are identified with them (Keinan et al., 
2010). 
To expand their research on brand biography, Paharia et al. (2011) conceptualized the 
underdog effect. They focus mainly on two important dimensions of underdogs: passion and 
determination, and external disadvantage. Their study includes an open ended questionnaire, 
and the data were analyzed with confirmatory factor analysis and reliability assessment on 
1400 participants (Paharia et al., 2011). Their study found that the brand had more favorably 
support from the participant, if they associated with underdog brand rather than top dog 
brand. Further, consumers can easily relate the stories of an underdog with their own life, 
which create a positive result for underdog brands (Paharia et al., 2011). 
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Moreover, Study of Paharia et al. (2011) establish that the underdog effect is: 
a. More positive when consumers are buying for themselves rather than for others, and  
b. Superior for consumers who perceived themselves as underdogs,  
c. Reconciled by a consumer's recognition with the brand,  
d. Stronger for consumers whose national culture has narratives of the underdog.  
There are only few literatures available in academic journals based on the conceptual issues 
related to underdog. There are many practical implications and its impact published in 
different journals will cover in the next section.  
2.3.2 Contextual Implication of Underdog 
Although, underdog consumption is conceptualized in recent years, term ‘underdog’ was 
used in various manners in different aspect of social studies.  
Earlier, Alcock (1975) , used the term ‘underdog’ to explore the motivation for Canadian and 
Indians in bargaining situations. He carried out research on possible pay off to the Indians 
and Canadians. His study found that the Indians were more cooperative in underdog 
conditions rather than top dog conditions, whereas, for the Canadian, there was a reverse case 
(Alcock, 1975).  
In the political world, the underdog and bandwagon were frequently used terms. Ceci and 
Kain (1982) proposed the impact of approach polls on polling performance. They collected 
from several hundred students of the Midwestern state university. They derived that the 
concept of ‘going for the underdog’ includes transfer from the leading position to the position 
which was nominated as non-dominant. Their study suggests that the image of underdog help 
the candidate to evoke affective and positive responses in the voter’s mind (Ceci & Kain, 
1982). 
In the case of the sports industry, Frazier and Snyder (1991) identified the advantages of 
being the underdog in sports. They proposed that, in a competitive situation, underdog is 
supposed to lose the challenge and underdog team must try harder and efficiently to win any 
game. They also suggest that, in emotional market place, investment on the underdog is more 
beneficial than favorite. Furthermore, McAllister and Studlar (1991) found the result of 
underdog, bandwagon and projection on an electoral choice and opinion polls in Britain over 
1979 to 1987. They also suggest that, in election polls, voter behavior may be influenced by 
bandwagon effect and projection effect, while the underdog effect has very less impact on 
voter behavior (McAllister & Studlar, 1991). 
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To extend the above study, Shogren and Baik (1992) proposed the strategic behavior through 
experimental study. Their experimental study included thirty-one pairs of participants. They 
examined the behavior of favorite and underdog in a conflict situation. Their result indicates 
that favorites were not over committed to their efforts when given first mover chance, while 
underdog select the best effort level to fight back the favorite (Shogren & Baik, 1992). 
In contrast, Gnepa (1993) tested the underdog hypotheses in the context of an advertisement 
in magazines. He proposed that the comparison in an advertisement leads to consumer choice 
for the competing brands and suggests the brand leaders should take extreme caution before 
supporting the underdog entity. His study found that, in the print industry, underdog 
hypotheses did not hold because of marketing communication practices of magazines. 
On the other hand, Abrevaya (2002) suggests that, in any given game, underdog is nominated 
as lower ranked player, while favorite is the higher ranked player. He examined the 
performance of the player in ladder tournament and use data from professional bowling 
championship. 
Harbaugh and Klumpp (2005) carried out research on the championship blowout and early 
round upsets. Their study suggests that, in any competition, favorite team reserves more 
effort for final games to win the tournament, while underdogs put more effort in an opening 
game as compared to favorite team. In a different context, Kapur (2006) carried out the study 
on the software industry in Ireland, India, Israel, Brazil and China and their rise and growth 
from underdog to tiger. Author found that rise of the software industry in very short span 
makes the above five countries tiger from the underdog. 
Odhiambo (2008) defined the underdog based on a socioeconomic culture of Kenya. He 
proposed that an underdog is the person who typically suffering from hard living conditions, 
struggling with unemployment and losers in every aspect of life. In a case of military power, 
India seems as underdog as compared to China. Indian navy chief admitted “India has neither 
capability nor intention to compete with China” ("Underdog India sees cooperation with 
China as better option," 2009).  
Furthermore, J. Vandello and Goldschmied (2009) identified the advantages of being the 
underdog in a political arena. They defined an underdog as ‘‘a loser, or predicted loser in a 
struggle or contest’’ (Merriam Webster, 2004; J. Vandello & Goldschmied, 2009, p. 24). 
They carried out studies on fifty six students of the University of South Florida (J. Vandello 
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& Goldschmied, 2009). They also suggest that underdog label can be associated with positive 
qualities, specifically likeability. Furthermore, some supporters expect their leader to be 
labeled as underdog (J. Vandello & Goldschmied, 2009). In support, Nancherla (2010) found 
out that status group works harder when they need to compete with underdog groups. 
Youngman (2011) mentioned in the headlines of U.S's newspaper regarding the statement 
given by president Obama before an election that was relate himself with the underdog. 
Author also suggests that the association with underdog in a political field proven as 
advantageous to gain sympathy of the voters. 
J. Davis, Burnette, and Stone (2010) proposed the benefits received by academic underdog 
from incremental theory. An incremental theory proposed that if students were encouraged to 
adopt an incremental theory, they could show successful performance from overcoming 
expectation (J. Davis et al., 2010). They suggest that underdogs are possible to be supported 
when their chances has less impact on others who have more chance to win. Additionally, 
people generally support underdog sports team, which incurred no cost, but they probably 
purchase products with lower price in chain store rather than a local store (J. Davis et al., 
2010). 
To extend the above research, N. P. Goldschmied and Vandello (2012) proposed the research 
study on under the label, its availability and optimism. They examined three studies to 
conceptualize the underdog label, in the first study, free association method were used, in the 
second study, participants were provided their definition and in third study, participants were 
filled the questionnaires after reading the fiction story (N. P. Goldschmied & Vandello, 
2012). Their study found that an underdog first came in the 19th century, and the word was 
invented from dog fighting which was general practice during those days and losing dog 
stated as ‘underdog’. They also suggest that underdogs have strong appeal and public will 
support and give sympathy to the underdog. 
Furthermore, A. Wang and Muehling (2012) carried out research on effects of advertisement 
on source confirmation and brand status. They found that underdog brands show a higher 
level of involvement for the publicity part as compare to top dog brands. Gibbs, Jarvis, and 
Dufur (2012) proposed the underdog hypotheses in the sports context. Their result supports 
the hypothesis that players got more benefits when played with an older age group of players 
as compared to younger players. 
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Recently, Lumsden (2013) presents the importance of ‘underdog’ case to understand the 
social problems. To support their view, Siemens, Smith, and Fisher (2013) explored the 
underdog brand positioning and its effectiveness. They focus on various studies carried out J. 
Vandello and Goldschmied (2009) and (Paharia et al., 2011) to support their views. 
2.3.3 Summary 
From conceptual as well as contextual point of view, underdog can be summarized as below: 
i. ‘Underdog’ term can be associated with any person, team, company or nation either to 
show as a weak contender or gain sympathy from people. 
ii. People support the ‘underdog’ brand when they identified themselves with underdog 
brand characteristics. 
iii. To maintain the equality in competition, underdog consumers support the underdogs out 
of sympathy. 
iv. Underdog supporter supports the underdog actively and enthusiastically by ignoring 
social consequences. Also, underdog consumers are emotionally driven. 
v. Companies use the underdog brand to gain sympathy from public to promote their brand. 
vi. Although underdog entities have disadvantages, but the affection of consumers towards 
the underdog brand drove them towards success. 
The above two sections reveals base for consumption behavior and underdog consumption. It 
also covers the linkage between an underdog and consumption. The next section will cover 
the motivational bases associated with underdog consumption and extensive literature on 
hypotheses proposed by the original study.  
2.4 Motivational Bases for Underdog 
This section identified the various motivational bases associated with the underdog and focus 
literature cover the relevant evidence to support the hypotheses proposed by McGinnis et al. 
(2013).  
2.4.1 Define: Underdog Affection 
Underdog affection is defined as emotional and positive feeling towards the underdog which 
is not directly based on functional evaluation or consumption experience (McGinnis et al., 
2013). Underdog affection is different from brand attachment, relationship commitment and 
satisfaction (Joseph Vandello et al., 2007). According to McGinnis and Gentry (2009), 
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consumers will show affection towards underdog entities because thay identify these entiies 
as more socially responsible and morally right rather than focus on profit or growth. 
Balance Maintenance: Balance maintenance is developed by McGinnis et al. (2013). It is 
defined as “the extent to which people desire to hold the powers in society in check, such that 
no entity in society (i.e., government, business, or individual) has too much power” 
(McGinnis et al., 2013, p. 12). In the case of consumer behavior, consumers support local 
stores due to balance maintenance (McGinnis & Gentry, 2009). It is necessary to keep open 
all opportunities for all entities to maintain the equality in society (McGinnis et al., 2013). 
Some research indicated that some people overrule their self-interests in the name of equality 
and fairness in society (Kahneman, Knetsch, & Richard, 1986). In support, Joseph Vandello 
et al. (2007) mentioned that the underdog support is motivated by equality, fairness and 
deservingness. Therefore the proposed hypothesis is:  
H1: Balance maintenance has a positive effect on commerce underdog affection  
(CUA). 
In the context of Indian Premier League (IPL), Lalit Modi, former chairman of IPL holds all 
the power associated with IPL. He enjoyed such power to control the game of cricket. When 
he was associated with the Board of Cricket Council India (BCCI), he was served as 
underdog personality. However, As IPL chairman, He had enjoyed more power than BCCI 
chairman. So, for the balance maintenance, above hypotheses can correlate with sports 
underdog. 
Top Dog Antipathy: Top dog antipathy is defined as “a state in which a person dislikes the 
top dog or advantaged entity” (McGinnis et al., 2013, p. 13). The antipathy perception 
indicates the disliking of a person or lack of sympathies. Hogg and Banister (2001) explored 
the importance of undesired state of consumer experience and developed conceptual model 
emphasize on antipathy. They carried out research on mobile phone consumption and found 
out the antipathy towards the application of technology did not bring a marketer closer to 
elusive target. As mentioned earlier, anti-corporate views may towards bigger companies 
support the underdog (McGinnis & Gentry, 2009). This study proposed that an antipathy 
makes people sensitive towards the person who have some capability, but not possess a sense 
of dependence (McGinnis et al., 2013).  
M. B. Holbrook and Schindler (2003) proposed that, in consumer research, it is essential to 
understand the self of a sense to create and maintain the desirable consumption experience. 
They also developed the relationship between positive aspect of consumption and self-
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interest in symbolic consumption. This study proposed that unsupportiveness can stronger 
when top dog entity gain advantage through other’s expense (McGinnis et al., 2013). 
According to Zavestoski (2002) “Any consumer who makes a purchase is stating a preference 
both for one good, and against others” (p. 121) in anti-consumption pattern. Thus, the study 
proposed the hypothesis: 
H2: Top dog antipathy has a positive effect on commerce underdog affection 
(CUA). 
In the case of IPL, Chennai Super Kings positioned as top dog because of the team 
performance as well as the impact of Mahendra Singh Dhoni. Many Indian players, who want 
to compete with Dhoni, consider themselves underdog and try harder to beat the Chennai 
Super Kings. The antipathy towards the CSK could be occurring due to personal image of the 
player or team behavior. 
Underdog Orientation: McGinnis et al. (2013) developed underdog orientation for their 
study. They defined as “the extent to which one feels he, or she, is an underdog in life’s 
pursuits, measured in the context of everyday life and not in context, such as sports, business, 
or career” (McGinnis et al., 2013, p. 15). Anderson Jr (1972) formulated the convenience 
orientation with consumption behavior. His study reveals that consumers with an enduring 
efficiency directed are more probable for aspiration than non productive oriented consumers. 
(Anderson Jr, 1972) derived the consumption behavior with convenience orientation. In order 
to maintain consistency, consumers with highly underdog self-concept, affiliated with other 
underdog people and entities (Sirgy, 1982) Thus, the proposed hypothesis is:  
H3: Underdog orientation has a positive effect on commerce underdog affection 
(CUA). 
In the case of sports, Many cricket fans support the weakest team in the IPL and emotionally 
attach with a specific team, which perform poorly in previous seasons and want to improve in 
the next season of IPL. This is because; people associate their life and personal thinking with 
the underdog team. They establish the underdog orientation for a weak team despite their 
poor performance. 
 
Materialism: Richins and Dawson (1992) defined materialism as "a set of centrally held 
beliefs about the importance of possessions in one's life” (p. 308) or “a value that guides 
people's choices and conduct in a variety of situations, including, but not limited to, 
consumption arenas"(p. 307). They also proposed that materialism is inversely linked to 
product satisfaction that is associated with high status indication, but in case of lower status 
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indication, materialism is not associated with product satisfaction (Richins & Dawson, 1992). 
Previously, R. W. Belk (1985) suggested that consumer with materialistic approach have 
more concern about loss of societal belongings, and showed little charitable attitudes towards 
losers. Also, Sirgy (1998) suggests that in general, person with materialistic belief are less 
satisfied with life as compare to a person believes in non-materialism.  
Additionally, Arndt, Solomon, Kasser, and Sheldon (2004) proposed the theory to consumer 
behavior and materialism. According to them, Materialism has significant implications for 
life quality, consumption meaning, life satisfaction, self-identity and well-being (Zinkhan, 
1994; Arndt et al., 2004). Also, consumers with high materialism, is more likely to be 
associated with questionable consumer practice (J. Wang & Wallendorf, 2006).  
Based on above views, McGinnis et al. (2013) proposed that a person with the materialistic 
approach shows affiliation for underdog entity. Based on that, the proposed hypothesis is:   
H4: Materialism has a negative effect on commerce underdog affection (CUA). 
In a case of IPL, Chennai Super Kings have huge fan support due to their performance and 
favoritism of Mahendra Singh Dhoni. However, in socioeconomic culture, some people are 
disagreeing with that. However, due to materialism impact they support underdog rather than 
a top dog team. Thus, proposed hypotheses could relate to sports indirect manner.  
Empathic Concern: Empathy can be defined as “the reactions of an individual to the 
observed experiences of another” (M. H. Davis, 1983, p. 115). He also proposed that empathy 
is a disposition propensity to feel the sensitive reaction of warmth, concern for others, and 
compassion. Empathic concern is one of the reactions of empathy. In support, Stout and 
Leckenby (1986) found that empathic concern is a subcomponent of the multidimensional 
concept of empathy, which is directly connected with emotional experience that is known as 
empathy in the common idiom. 
Furthermore, Goleman (1995) identified that an empathy motivates many phases of moral 
decision and action. People with empathic concerns, can experience others’ discomfort or 
pain, which should apply to underdog (McGinnis et al., 2013). Previously, Hoffman (1984) 
argued that more empathetic individuals will support the moral principles very strongly. As 
previously mentioned, underdogs need help and moral support, empathy should help 
consumers to feel morally good and convert the affection in favor of an underdog (J. H. Kim 
et al., 2008). 
In contrast, Keinan and Kivetz (2011) found that empathic emotional feedback was inversely 
related to purchase behavior. However, they proposed ‘Empathic’ emotional response are 
more similar to ‘affective empathy’, which indicate that persons want to purchase a branded 
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product, does not have empathic emotions. Thus, McGinnis et al. (2013) proposed the 
hypothesis:  
H5: Empathic concern has a positive effect on commerce underdog affection 
(CUA). 
For example, in a first season of IPL, Rajasthan Royals and Chennai Super Kings came into 
the final. Among them, the CSK were among favorite teams, and Rajasthan Royals were an 
underdog team. The opinion poll suggested that people support Rajasthan Royals, not 
because their performance, but due to empathic concern. People emotionally attached to the 
underdog team and provide support for them. 
Nostalgia Proneness: F. Davis (1979) defined nostalgia as “a positively toned evocation of a 
lived past in the context of some negative feeling toward present or impending 
circumstance"(p. 18). According to M. B. Holbrook and Schindler (1991) nostalgia is “a 
longing for the past and a general preference toward objects that were more “common” when 
a person was younger” in which, objects referred as a place, things, or people and “common” 
related to more fashionable, popular or widely circulated (McGinnis et al., 2013). Nostalgia 
can be associated with possessions of consumers, which typically relate to previous glories or 
victories where they defeated obstacles through emotional affinity and achieved unexpected 
success (R. W. Belk, 1988). M. B. Holbrook (1993) proposed that a nostalgic proneness is 
associated with sympathy, in which nostalgic respond to stimuli. He also suggested that the 
negative connection between materialism and nostalgic could have significant propositions in 
marketing communication. 
Additionally, Brown, Kozinets, and Sherry (2003) identified that a nostalgia draws people 
back to the past when they experienced, among different things, more independence, morally 
certain , and idealism. Also, when local businesses and small firms associated with 
individuals’ past, there might be chances of emotion connection of consumers with underdog 
business (McGinnis et al., 2013). Thus, there might be a positive relationship between 
underdog (less powerful and more morally principled) and nostalgic proneness. The proposed 
hypothesis is:  
H6: Nostalgia proneness has a positive effect on commerce underdog affection 
(CUA). 
For example, in IPL many players came from the poor social background. To those players, 
people emotionally provide support, and when they got success, it creates a positive feeling 
for supporter. Nostalgia proneness is associated with a player; even he got rich after the initial 
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struggle in his carrier. Ravindra Jadeja is one of the players, who came from the poor 
background and got succeed only through his performance.  
Hope: MacInnis and Mello (2005) defined hope as “a positive valence emotion evoked in 
response to an uncertain but possible goal-congruent outcome” (p. 2). It is the basic emotion 
of a human being which is activated when decisions are very important (Averill, Gatlin, & 
Chon, 1990). MacInnis and Mello (2005) research suggests that consumers use confirmation 
favoritism when hope is strong, and their desire positive results. They also proposed that hope 
evoked when individuals are dissatisfied and need something to complete the action. 
Goleman (1995) identified that hope is a powerful sensation that motivate people to fulfill 
challenging tasks more resourcefully than people with less hopeful. Some research argued 
that when people achieved unexpected positive results as compare to expected negative 
results, they feel emotionally satisfied (Joseph Vandello et al., 2007).  
Thus, McGinnis et al. (2013) proposed that people with positive hope, preferably support the 
underdogs because they expect better results through competitive challenges. To support it, 
the proposed hypothesis is:  
H7: Hope has a positive effect on commerce underdog affection (CUA). 
In a context of IPL, Hope for the underdog team to be won was always there. In the first 
season of IPL, Rajasthan Royals nominated as underdog team. However, after their better 
performance, they create hope in people’s mind that; underdog team can also win the title. 
Hope for win creates a positive impact on team performance. 
Local Support: McGinnis and Gentry (2009) proposed that people have affection for 
underdogs, also support local stores because they perceived local stores as underdogs. 
Underdog attitudes and affections do not always direct to actual support (Joseph Vandello et 
al., 2007). Chen (2009) established the correlation between consumers’ attention to print 
media and consumption behavior. He proposed that consumers prefer bundle product rather 
than the unbundled product. Additionally, research on shopping behavior indicates that those 
who prefer ethical shopping and try to help local store feel obligated to purchase from local 
store (Darden & Reynolds, 1971).  
On the other hand, J. H. Kim et al. (2008) found that people who show empathy to underdogs 
in public are failing to give support to local store due to personal risk. McGinnis et al. (2013) 
proposed that support to local stores and purchased from there, will not lead to any financial 
as well as a health risk. Additionally, research suggests that to minimize potential dissonance, 
people, preferably follow their heart and be consistent with their actions and feelings (Ajzen 
& Fishbein, 1980). Based on that proposed hypothesis is: 
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H8: Commerce underdog affection has a positive effect on support for mom-and-
pop stores. 
For example, in a context of IPL, local team supported by their territory, even though local 
team is performing poorly in cricket and nominate as underdog. When Kings XI Punjab 
played at their home ground at Punjab against the Chennai Super Kings (Top dog), they got 
full support from a local crowd. 
Need for Uniqueness: Tian and McKenzie (2011) identified that the consumers’ need to 
connect in counter consistency behavior by making unpopular counter consistency choices, 
creative counter consistency choices, and unique choice to avoid similarities. Also, 
uniqueness studies proposed that people prefer the unique way up to certain limits only, but if 
they feel the threat to evoke social punishment (Ruvio, 2008), they will leave the path of 
uniqueness (Ariely & Levav, 2000). Additionally, inclination power, make people more 
common. McGinnis et al. (2013) identified that consumer support underdog brands, because 
they want to be a unique and be specifically for their purchase. They also proposed that 
consumers prefer to buy from local stores, as small stores have unique products and sold 
unique product to satisfy the need of consumers with the narrow range of products (Brennan 
& Lundsten, 2000). Thus, the hypothesis proposed is:  
H9: as consumers’ need for uniqueness increases, the relationship between 
commerce underdog affection and support for mom-and-pop stores will increase.  
In sports context, during the first season of IPL, in the final match, people support the 
Rajasthan Royals (underdog) against the Chennai Super Kings (top dog), because they 
wanted to be unique from the general public. This tendency provided more local support to 
Rajasthan Royals as compare to Chennai Super Kings. To extend the above research, some 
additional hypotheses are also proposed between the other constructs which are as below: 
H10: Underdog orientation has a positive effect on nostalgia proneness.  
H11: Balance maintenance is positively related with local support.  
H12: Balance maintenance is positively related to underdog orientation.  
H13: Need for uniqueness is positively related to nostalgia proneness.  
H14: Empathic concern is positively related to balance maintenance. 
H15: Empathic concern is positively related to nostalgia proneness. 
H16: Hope has a positive effect on empathic concern. 
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H17: Materialism is positively related to need for uniqueness. 
H18: Top dog Antipathy is positively related to balance maintenance.  
2.4.2 Conceptual Model 
Based on above hypotheses, this study conceptualized the below model which covers all the 
bases associated with the underdog. 
Figure 8: Concpetual Framework (Replication study) 
 
2.5 Chapter Summary 
In summary, the chapter covers the relevant literature to create the bases to find the answer of 
research question. The chapter focused on consumption behavior, underdog consumption and 
motivational bases associated with the underdog. It also reveals the linkage between an 
underdog and consumption behavior. The next chapter will cover the research methodology 
to collect the research data and analysis of research results.  
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3 Chapter 3: Methodology 
3.1 Chapter Overview: 
The first two chapters build the conceptual foundation of the research study. This chapter 
covers the importance of replication and extension, the method of data collection and data 
analysis techniques. 
3.2 Importance of Replication: 
According to Heiner Evanschitzky and Armstrong (2013), there is an indication to suggest 
that 60% of replications results make conflicts with its original study. Therefore, this study 
prefers to use replication and extension as to elaborate the research topic. In the last decades, 
underdog term was frequently came into the picture in politics, sports and businesses (Paharia 
et al., 2011). There was a strong consideration given to the sports fan and their behavior 
towards their favorite team. There were various studies carried out to identify the various 
constructs associated with consumers affection towards the underdog. Particularly, McGinnis 
et al. (2013) study developed the conceptual model to uncover the theory behind the 
motivational bases associated with the underdog. Thus, this study identifies the need to 
replicate the original study and check the reliability of findings. It is extended to the sports 
industry to consider the different dimension. 
Replication is defined as “a duplication of a previously published empirical study that is 
concerned with assessing whether similar findings can be obtained upon repeating the 
study”(H. Evanschitzky, Baumgarth, Hubbard, & Armstrong, 2007, p. 411). In marketing 
research, replication is supported of general scientific investigation for mainly three reasons: 
1) the outcome has scope under specific conditions that can be documented and described; 2) 
it establishes that an outcome obtained once at least remains once more; 3) the outcomes has 
limited conditions that can be documented and described (Uncles, 2011). The amount of 
replications research in peer reviewed journals decreased over the period from 1990-2004 as 
compared to 1974-1980 (H. Evanschitzky et al., 2007). 
Nowadays, many markets oriented replication research published around the globe that is 
used for every organization. Recently published “A replication and extension of Hennig-
Thurau's concept of COSE”, which focus on originally developed structural equation model 
and collect additional data to check the reliability of the relationship proposed by original 
research. The study data was collected from 282 respondents using a structured questionnaire 
developed from the original study. The findings of the research add the value in the original 
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study and develop the alternate design with extended research (Kuppelwieser, Chiummo, & 
Grefrath, 2012). Another prominent research was carried out by Uncles and Kwok (2013) on 
“Designing research with inbuilt differentiated replication”. Their research presents a 
different view point on replication research based on Chinese consumer buying behavior. 
They proposed that the replication should track the initial research. The replication research is 
checking subsequent empirical evidences obtained from initial study (Uncles & Kwok, 2013). 
According to Lamal (1991), Replication is the heart of any scientific method which is 
“necessary because our knowledge is corrigible” (p. 31). Boster (2002) proposed that pure 
replications are very rarely circulated in the marketing field as the articles are not seen as 
valuable to occupy the journal space. It is also important to distinguish “replication as a 
scientific principle can be applied to any method of research” (Benoit & Holbert, 2008, p. 
616). Replication is defined as secondary analysis, which has the capability to overcome an 
intrinsic limitation of original research (Benoit & Holbert, 2008). A replication research can 
involve compound sets of information collected through different researchers rather than 
depending on single research agenda (Benoit & Holbert, 2008). According to Duvendack and 
Palmer-Jones (2013), most universal motivation for replication lies to increase accountability 
and professional transparency and ‘skeptical of the legitimacy of published outcomes’ 
(Feigenbaum & Levy, 1993).  
Similarly, replication with extension is defined as “a duplication of a previously published 
empirical research project that serves to investigate the ability to generalize earlier research 
findings.” (H. Evanschitzky et al., 2007, p. 411). The function of replication in marketing 
research has been a tenuous, at best and most researchers have the same opinion that a 
replication is an essential element for knowledge improvement in a discipline (Easley, 
Madden, & Dunn, 2000). Furthermore, Lim and Darley (2009) carried out replication and 
extension research on three hundred sixty students of Midwestern University. Their study 
replicates the original study of “Evaluation of foreign made products in limited choice 
environment”. According to Hubbard and Armstrong (1994), prior to 1990 fewer than 5% of 
empirical papers published in peer reviewed marketing journals with replication and 
extensions. 
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Table 1: Difference between Original Study And Replication Study 
Objectives Original Study Replication Study 
Research Sample 365 Respondents were drawn 
from 7500 alumni association 
of Midwestern University 
500 respondents from general 
public of Auckland 
Data Collection Method Online Questionnaire using 
surveymonkey.com 
Face-to-face interview 
through structured 
questionnaire 
Research Location Midwestern University, USA Auckland, New Zealand 
 
Most previous studies have not investigated the motivational bases associated with underdog 
affection. Conceptual model of underdog affection suggests a need for extensive research. 
For this reason, this study goes more than just replication of McGinnis et al. (2013) study and 
extends it to the sports industry and examines the motivational bases associated with 
consumer’s underdog affection in the sports industry.   
3.3 Method of Data Collection 
3.3.1 Questionnaire Development 
For any research, designing the questionnaire is very critical task as a whole research depends 
on the understanding of the questionnaire by the respondent (A. Holbrook, Cho, & Johnson, 
2006). According to Lietz (2009) following things need to be considered before developing 
the questionnaire. Question length According to A. Holbrook et al. (2006), statements or 
questions of the questionnaire should be as short as possible to increase respondents’ 
understanding (Dillman, 2000; Fink, 2003). Various authors (Brislin, 1986; Dillman, 2000; 
Dornyei, 2003) proposed that questions should have minimum grammatical complexities. 
Thus, the researcher should use active voice rather than passive voice in questions. To reduce 
the confusion of respondents, question should be specific and simple rather than generalize 
(Brislin, 1986; E. Martin, 2002; White, Jennings, Renwick, & Barker, 2005). It is also 
important to ignore the double-barreled questions which include two different verbs or 
concepts (Fowler, 2009).  
Questionnaire Scale: Many authors (Brace, 2004; Dillman, 2000; Fink, 2003) proposed that 
5- point and 7-point scales are most commonly used in research. Moreover, Dawes (2008) 
suggests that 5- point and 7-point scale can be easily rescaled to facilitate the comparisons. 
Some researcher suggests that a 7-point scale is more reliable as it permits for more 
differentiation of response as compared to 5- point scale (Alwin, 1992; Masters, 1974).  
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The questionnaire consists of two parts: 1) First part of the questions are based on McGinnis 
et al. (2013) study, which divided into mainly eight categories and 2) second part consist of 
sports consumer behavior, which include the purchase, usage and likeliness of sport. First 
part of the questionnaire based on original study. Questions are formulated in easy language 
which can easily understand by respondents and divided into a separate category for better 
response. Questions in each section consist the special construct designed by McGinnis et al. 
(2013). 
The order of questions is also considered before implementing the final questionnaire. In 
underdog consumption part, the questions are ordered from generalize to specific. In a case of 
sports consumer behavior, the questions are designed to gather different information on usage 
and purchase of sports products and services. It is essential to refine the content and wording 
through pilot study before designing the final questionnaire. The content of the questionnaire 
can be developed from various sources such as review of related literature, consultation of 
expert and through proposed respondents (Priest, McColl, Thomas, & Bond, 1995). 
Previously, Oppenheim (1992) suggested that frequently analyzing the research question is an 
important strategy to generate relevant content in the questionnaire.  
3.3.2 Pilot Survey:  
The pilot survey was carried out on 5 respondents. The survey identified the time required to 
complete the survey, including an introduction on the surveyor. It also focuses on cultural 
issues and make sure to consider all ethical issues. Once, Pilot survey done, the result sent to 
the ethics committee for approval. Based on the results, ethics committee approved the 
research proposal and issue an ethics approval letter.  
3.3.3 Final Questionnaire Development:  
The data are collected through a structured questionnaire. According to Hart (1987), in a 
structured questionnaire, set of questions is asked to respondents in the proper sequence and 
answers are recorded in the questionnaire. This type of questionnaire is based on three main 
assumptions: 
1. To accomplish any research objectives, the participants have an appropriate common 
vocabulary to maintain the meaningfulness of each question (Nachmias & Nachmias, 
1976). 
2. It is important to phrase all questions in meaningful form to each respondent. 
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3. The arrangement of questions should be in such a way that previous question forms the 
context of following questions. 
To collect the response of respondents and to test the hypotheses, a seven-point Likert scale 
was used (1 = “Strongly Disagree”, 7 = “Strongly Agree” (See Appendix Questionnaire- 
Question from 1 to 49) and 1 = “Very Rarely”, 7 = “Very Often”) (See Appendix 
Questionnaire- Question from 50 to 53 and Question from 55 to 58). 
3.3.4 Data Collection 
Based on an above discussion of qualitative and quantitative methods, research study 
considered the quantitative method for data collection. Survey methods are one of the 
common quantitative data collection methods. According to Fowler (2009), there are mainly 
three uses of survey research methods: the measurement of political opinions and perceptions 
to help political members in elections, the measurement of people’s viewable for magazines 
and newspaper articles, and market research carried out to understand consumer interests and 
preferences. Survey research methods can easily carry out on a small sample of population, 
which represents the overall behavior and the situation of people (Fowler, 2009).  
3.3.5 Sampling Approach and Procedure 
3.3.5.1 Random Sampling 
Random sampling is one of the simple methods of probability sampling. In random sampling, 
each population element has an equal chance of selection (Levy & Lemeshow, 2013). The 
sample size is also calculated using a generically accepted formula to provide a broad 
guideline. Therefore, based on the Auckland population of 1,303,068 the sample size at the 
accepted significance level of 0.01 should be approximately 666. The choice of 500 is 
consistent with international best practice. Therefore, the study would prefer to collect 500 
responses for better analysis of the study.  
In this study, the data will be gathered through face to face interview with 500 consumers in 
different parts (North, South, East, and West) of Auckland, New Zealand through a structured 
questionnaire (Appendix 7.4). The location selected for the data collection was nearer to 
supermarkets, shopping mall and local stores where maximum number of respondents can be 
expected. Also, the consumer preference for buying products can be easily investigated 
during their shopping times. The responses were taken between 10 AM to 4 PM during 
weekdays and some weekends. Every potential respondent will be asked to participate so that 
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they have an equal chance to participate in the survey. The interviewer then interacts with the 
potential respondent and after finishing the interview he will approach the next potential 
respondent. Those that agree to participate will be asked to respond to a structured 
questionnaire. Respondents will be screened by a main screening question- Do they watch 
sports?  
3.3.5.2 Limitation of Sampling Method 
There are some limitations to the research methodology which discussed in this section. First, 
the respondents were selected through random sampling method based on availability and 
accessibility of the researcher. Also, respondents were selected from the general population 
nearer to shopping mall, supermarket and local stores of specific areas where the expected 
response rate should be higher. As the questionnaire is a bit long, some respondents leave the 
survey half way. Also the questionnaire contains sports and consumer buying section, few 
respondents face difficulty to correlate both sections. In some case, the researcher does not 
have permission to enter in a shopping mall to collect the survey, thus the survey was 
collected from parking space outside the shopping mall. 
3.4 Data Analysis Techniques 
The information obtained from it will be analyzed and out of it, a series of questions based on 
proposed questionnaire. Research data are mainly analyzed through three techniques: 
1) Descriptive Data Analysis (DDA) 
2) Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
3) Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)  
The information obtained from these interviews will be analyzed thoroughly with Descriptive 
Data Analysis and Structural Equation Model (Hu & Bentler, 1995). Based on the 
calculation, the conclusion of the report will be drafted to meet the objectives. The analysis 
will implement a two-stage procedure of model development and testing (Bagozzi & Youjae, 
2012) using AMOS 19. Initially, the information will be analyzed using Descriptive Data 
analysis follow by the development of the measurement replica using a confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) (Kline, 1998). Testing research hypotheses will follow by using structural 
equation modelling (SEM) (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). 
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3.4.1 Descriptive Data Analysis (DDA) 
According to C. Thompson, Schwartz, Davis, and Panacek (1996) “Descriptive statistics is 
numbers that summarize the data with the purpose of describing what occurred in the sample” 
(p. 77). Descriptive data can used to compare the samples of one study with other (C. 
Thompson, 2009). Descriptive data analysis helps the researcher to remove some sample 
which significantly affects the conclusions (C. Thompson, 2009). For descriptive data 
analysis, Loslevera, Cauffrieza, Caouderb, Turgisc, and Copinc (2012) proposed five step 
procedure. It includes 1) Data Characterization 2) Data Coding 3) Table building 4) Table 
analysis and 5) Result presentation. In Data Characterization, each multidimensional 
indicator is replaced with a new set of data indicator, which is a relatively synthetic indicator 
(Loslevera et al., 2012). In this research, specialize indicators are replaced with a synthetic 
indicator (e.g. Balance Maintenance, Materialism, etc.). Data coding help to convert the 
indicator into the special coding sequence to make a statistical calculation easy. In this 
research, a synthetic indicator is coded in a special code (e.g. Balance Maintenance = BM, 
Underdog Affection = UA, etc.). To Table building, variables and factors are related to 
corresponding experimental situations (e.g. Table 1 to 19). Table analysis includes 
identifying the relationship between the variables and factors of table which follow by the 
Result presentation which include the interpretation of output (Loslevera et al., 2012).  
3.4.2 Model Development Techniques 
Model development techniques are the use to measure the validity and reliability of the 
constructs as well as theory developed for the quantitative research (Schreiber, Nora, Stage, 
Barlow, & King, 2006). In model development technique, prior experience, theory, and the 
research objectives are used to develop hypotheses about which independent variables 
forecast each dependent variable (Schreiber et al., 2006). According to Hoyle and Duvall 
(2004), Confirmatory factor analysis is a statistical method for testing hypotheses about the 
generalisability of variables. Schreiber et al. (2006) is also described CFA as, visual 
presentation that states the model’s indicator variables, constructs, and interrelationships and 
SEM as, group of dependence associations involving the hypothesized model’s constructs. 
SEM also helps to determine whether the correlation exists between the constructs or not 
(Schreiber et al., 2006). The research design of this study is divided into two parts:  
1. The conceptual model testing process will use a two stage process for the analysis of 
approximately 496 questionnaire responses collected:  
a. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on 248 responses. 
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b. Structural equation modeling (SEM) on 248 responses. 
2. 496 responses are chosen because: 
If less than 500 are completed, including the effects of data cleaning to reduce the completed 
sample size: it will significantly affect the statistical significance of the results and the analysis 
software AMOS often will not work properly as the low sample size violates it model 
parameters. The reason behind dividing the sample size in main two parts is to take benefit of 
large sample size for model calibration and model validation. Thus, the sample is divided into 
two equal parts, one for calibration purpose and one for validation purpose (Vieira, 2011). First 
sample is calibrated through CFA measurement and second sample validated through SEM. 
Furthermore, determining the require sample size for SEM is challenge frequently faced by 
peer reviewers, investigators and giant writers (Wolf, Harrington, Clark, & Miller, 2013). 
Many authors proposed thumb rules for sample size selection in SEM as i) 5 or 10 observations 
per parameter (Bentler & Chou, 1987; Bollen, 1989), ii) 10 cases per variable (Nunnally, 
1978), and iii) a minimum size of 100 or 200 (Boomsma, 1982, 1985; Wolf et al., 2013). These 
rules are problematic as they are not model specific and may be underestimate the importance 
of sample size requirement for SEM (Wolf et al., 2013). Furthermore, study carried out by 
Wolf et al.(2013) reveals that require sample size is decrease as the number of indicators of 
factor increase. Thus, this study choose 500 sample size for the data analysis.  
A) Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
CFA permits researchers to examine hypotheses about a specific factor analysis (Xiao & 
Dunlap, 2005). CFA helps us to test the hypotheses which indicate that the relationship 
between the experimental variables and their fundamental constructs exists (Albright & Park, 
2009). One important part in CFA is deciding whether a particular design is recognized. If the 
significance of unknown parameters needs to be expected is less than the value of the 
information given, then the model is under recognized (Albright & Park, 2009). The 
researcher applies knowledge of empirical research, theory, or both, suggest the prior 
relationship and then examine the hypotheses statistically (Xiao & Dunlap, 2005). The data 
will be cleansed for outliers, missing values, and normality to retain reliability with the 
assumptions of CFA and SEM (J. Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998).  
Outliers will be reviewed using the Mahalanobis distance statistic with observations distant, 
where both p1 and p2 were significant. Normality will be checked with measures of skewness 
and kurtosis. Variables with a kurtosis and skewness value of greater than +/- 2.0 will be 
removed (Curran, West, & Finch, 1996) (Appendix 7.2). Multicollinearity will also be 
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measured, with the variables of a VIF (variance inflation factor) greater than 5 will be 
removed (R. Davis, Lang, & Gautam, 2013) (Appendix 7.3). Correlations between variables 
will also be determined to ensure that they support single construct rather than multiple 
constructs (Bagozzi & Youjae, 2012).  
1. The research measures of validity and fit are based on Bagozzi and Youjae (2012) and 
others (Bacon, 1995; Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996; Bentler, 1990; Browne & Cudeck, 
1993; J. Hair et al., 1998; Hu & Bentler, 1995) , that is: 
a. Discriminant Validity: According to Hooper, Coughlan, and Mullen (2008), 
discriminant validity is the indication that the measure is not correlated with other 
constructs. It also helps to examine the degree to which the operationalization is diverging 
from another operationalization that it hypothetically should be not related to (William, 
2006). For example, to demonstrate the discriminant validity of classical dancing 
program, a researcher might collect evidence that indicates that the program is not like to 
other dancing programs that don't make themselves as classical dancing programs. 
Alternatively, to demonstrate the discriminant validity of an analysis of arithmetic skills, 
the researcher might relate the scores on his analysis with scores on analysis that of 
singing ability, where low relations would be a bear of discriminant validity (William, 
2006).  
b. Convergent Validity: According to D. E. Martin and Austin (2010), Convergent validity 
is the extent to which the operationalization is converging on (similar to) another 
operationalization that it hypothetically should be similar. For example, to demonstrate 
the convergent validity of the classical dance program, a researcher might collect 
evidence that indicates that the program is related to other dance programs. Alternatively, 
to describe the convergent validity of an analysis of arithmetic skills, the researcher might 
relate the scores on his analysis with scores on another analysis that maintain to determine 
hip hop dance ability, where high relations would be a bear of convergent validity 
(William, 2006).  
Construct Reliability and Cronbach Alpha: Cronbach's alpha is the most general 
measure of internal reliability ("consistency"). It is used when researchers include 
multiple Likert questions in a questionnaire/survey that create scale and researcher want 
to determine the reliability of the scale (C. Fornell & D. F. Larcker, 1981). According to 
C. Fornell and D. F. Larcker (1981), the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) should be 
greater than 0.50 indicate sufficient convergent validity (Nunnally, 1978). If the value of 
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AVE is less than 0.50, it indicates an average result in which more error incorporated in 
the item, then variance explained by researchers to measure the latency factor (Schreiber 
et al., 2006). 
c. Goodness of Fit (GoF):  
i. CMIN/DF (chi-squared/degrees of freedom): The Chi-Square value is the conventional 
measure for assessing overall model fit and, “it assesses the magnitude of the discrepancy 
between the sample and fitted co-variances matrices” (Hu & Bentler, 1995, p. 2). This test 
allows evaluating a group of definite data with various conceptually predictable 
distributions (Barrett, 2007). According to Barrett (2007), A good model fit would supply 
an insignificant outcome at the 0.05 thresholds, thus the Chi-Square statistic is frequently 
referred to as either ‘lack of fit’ (Mulaik et al., 1989) or a ‘badness of fit’ (Kline, 2005) 
measure. 
ii. A significant p value: According to Lewis-Beck, Bryman, and Liao (2004), p value is 
defined as the calculated probability based on the assumption that the null hypothesis is 
true. The value is determined by the calculating one tailed alternative. Significance level in 
research method is the referred as the random sample is not representative of a population. 
Lower the significance level, higher the replication possibility (Biddix, 2004). According to 
Biddix (2004), most educational research use significance level of 0.05 and 0.01. 
iii. Normalized Fit Index (NFI): NFI is first introduced by Bentler and Bonnet (1980) in 
LISREL output as the Normed Fit Index. This statistic estimates the model by evaluating 
the χ2 value of the model to the χ2 of the null model. The statistic range of this index is 
from 0 to 1 with the value indicating more than 0.90 shows the good fit model (Bentler & 
Bonnet, 1980). Furthermore, Hu and Bentler (1995) suggest that cutoff criteria for NFI 
should be ≥ 0.95. A main problem in the index is that it is susceptible to sample size and 
underestimate the fit for less than two hundred samples (Bentler, 1990; Mulaik et al., 1989), 
and is, therefore, not suggested to be exclusively relied on (Kline, 2005). 
iv. Comparative Fit Index (CFI): This index is first initiated by Bentler (1990) and later 
incorporated as important indices in the EQS program (Kline, 2005). To overcome the 
problem of NFI, revised index is formulated as the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) (Bentler, 
1990) which takes into relation sample size (Byrne, 1998) that executes well even when the 
sample size is very small (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Similar to the NFI, this statistic 
presumes that all covert variables are unrelated (independence/null model) and evaluating 
the sample covariance matrix with a null model. Like NFI, values of CFI range between 0.0 
and 1.0 with values nearer to 1.0 signifying good fit. Initially, the cutoff value for CFI was 
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≥ 0.90 which ensures that unspecified model is rejected (Hu & Bentler, 1995). Moreover, 
the value of CFI ≥ 0.95 is recognized as investigative of good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1995).  
v. Tucker Lewis Index (TLI): It is also known as Non- Normed-fit Index (NNFI). To 
overcome the problem of NFI, Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) was designed, as an index 
that chooses simpler models as compare to complex models. Though in some conditions, 
the value of TLI indicates, a poor fit in spite of other measures, indicating a good model fit 
(Bentler, 1990; Kline, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The problem with TLI is that due 
to Non-Normed character, the value sometime exceeds 1.0 which is hard to interpret 
(Byrne, 1998). Recommended cutoff value for TFI is 0.80 but Hu and Bentler (1995) 
suggested TFI ≥ 0.95 as a threshold.  
vi. Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA): The RMSEA was first 
introduced by Steiger (1990) that is second fit statistic accounted in the LISREL program. 
According to Byrne (1998), the RMSEA indicates us how well the model fit the population 
covariance matrix. Furthermore, it has become considered as ‘one of the most informative 
fit indices’ (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2000, p. 85) due to its sensitivity to the amount of 
projected parameters in the model. Recommended cutoff points for RMSEA have been 
reduced significantly in the last fifteen years. Until early 90s’, statistical range of RMSEA 
in between 0.05 to 0.10 was measured an indication of reasonable fit and values more than 
0.10 signified poor fit (MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996). Furthermore, MacCallum 
et al. (1996) suggested that the value of RMSEA is between 0.08 to 0.10 gives an average 
fit and less than 0.08 indicates a good fit. Though, a cutoff value for RMSEA recommended 
is close to 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1995). 
vii. Standardized Root Mean-Squared Residual (SRMR): According to Diamantopoulos 
and Siguaw (2000) statistical values for the SRMR from 0 to 1.0 with appropriate models 
attaining values less than 0.05 (Byrne, 1998). On the other hand, values as high as 0.08 are 
considered acceptable (Hu & Bentler, 1995). If the value of an SRMR is 0 then it indicates 
a perfect fit, but it is important to note that SRMR will be less when there are more 
parameters included in the models who based on huge sample sizes (Byrne, 1998). 
B) Structural Equation Modelling (SEM):  
“Structural equation modelling (SEM) is a versatile statistical modelling tool” (Lei & Wu, 
2007, p. 33). Because of the SEM’s flexibility and generality, it gained popularity in the last 
two decades in many disciplines (Lei & Wu, 2007). The SEM focused on the analysis of the 
structural conceptual model using the maximum possible method to test the hypotheses. It 
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also helps to establish the validity and extension of a research study. SEM is a general term 
that has been employed to explain the numbers of numerical models required to assess the 
legitimacy of substantive theories with experimental data and SEM also related to both 
longitudinal and cross-sectional data as well as, non-experimental and experimental data (Lei 
& Wu, 2007). Furthermore, J. F. Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle, and Mena (2012) describe “the use of 
partial least squares structural equation model” in marketing research. According to J. F. Hair 
et al. (2012) “Structural Equation Modeling has become quasi-standard in marketing 
research” (p. 414) as it permits the researcher to test ideas and theories (Rigdon, Ringle, & 
Sarstedt, 2010). According to J. F. Hair et al. (2012) around 204 articles published in top 30 
marketing journals which used Structural Equation Model to test their concepts. To support 
the above view, Martınez-Lopez, Gazquez-Abad, and Sousa (2013) proposed the importance 
of structural equation model in business and marketing research. They describe the evolution 
of utilization of SEM in marketing, assessment and validation of a design.  
3.5 Chapter Summary 
In summary, this chapter covers the methodology used to answer the research question. For 
that, data were collected from respondents through survey method using a structured 
questionnaire. This chapter also reveals the data analysis techniques and its measurements. 
The next chapter will focus on result obtained from the data analysis.   
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4 Result 
4.1 Chapter Overview 
This chapter includes the findings of the research. As described in the methodology, this 
chapter consists of Descriptive Data Analysis, Confirmatory factor Analysis and Structural 
Equation Model.  
4.2 Descriptive Data Analysis (DDA)  
The results of the Descriptive Data Analysis are shown in Appendix Graph. Initially, the 
sample is presented and compared with New Zealand and Auckland population (See Table 1 
and 2). The demographic data of the sample are representative of the population, but any type 
of deviations will be highlighted as below: 
1. There were more males than females with approximately 55% to 45% split. According to 
Statistics NZ, there are marginally more females (51.2%) than males (48.2%). 
2. The education status breakdown of a sample shows approximately 14% have done 
secondary school/ college, 41% have completed a trade/professional qualification; 33% 
studying from degree / diploma from the tertiary institute and 12 % studying towards / 
postgraduate degree/diploma. Population data shows a 38% have done secondary school/ 
college; 39% have completed a trade/professional qualification, and 19% are from 
degree/diploma from tertiary institute and 4% studying towards / have studied 
postgraduate degree/diploma.  
3. The marital status of a sample consists of approximately 36% living alone and 64% in a 
permanent relationship. Population data also shows 53% in a permanent relationship and 
47% living alone. 
4. The ethnic group comprised of approximately 70% of New Zealander and Pacific Islander 
and 30% other ethnic group. Population data are similar with 70% of New Zealander and 
Pacific Islander and 30% other ethnic group. 
5. The employment status of sample comprised of approximately 58% employed and 31% 
students or not working. Population data is also similarly with 61% employed and 33% 
students or not working. 
6. The annual income of sample comprised of approximately 38% of the sample population 
earning NZ$ 20,000 or less per annum, while 68% are earning NZ$ 20,000 or over per 
annum. Population data are also similar to that 38% of the sample population earning 
NZ$ 20,000 or less per annum, while 68% are earning NZ$ 20,000 or over per annum. 
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Table 2: Demographic Characteristics of Research Population 
Demographic Characteristics (n=500) % 
Gender 
Male 54.4 
Female 45.6 
Education 
Secondary School/ College 13.6 
Trade/Professional Qualification 41 
Degree/Diploma from a Tertiary Institution 33.4 
Post-graduate Degree/Diploma from a Tertiary Institution 12 
Marital Status 
Single 29.6 
Widowed 3.4 
Living with partner 19 
Married 44.6 
Divorced/Separated 3.4 
Ethnicity 
NZ Pakeha 35.2 
Maori 27 
Pacific Islander 16 
Asian 11.4 
European 6.8 
Others 3.6 
Employment 
Student 14.8 
Full Time 43.2 
Self-employed 10.8 
Unemployed 8.6 
Homemaker 7.2 
Part-time 15.4 
Annual 
Income 
Less than 10,000 23.8 
$10,000 – $20,000 15 
$20,001 – $30,000 9 
$30,001 – $40,000 18.4 
$40,001 – $50,000 17.8 
$50,001 – $60,000 7.4 
$60,001 – $70,000 4.2 
$70,001 -- $80,000 0.8 
$80,001 -- $90,000 1.8 
$90,001 -- $100,000 1.8 
$100,001 - $110,000 0 
$110,001 - $120,000 0 
$120,001 and over 0 
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Table 3: Demographic Characteristics of New Zealand Population  
Variable Category 
NZ 
Percentage 
Auckland 
Percentage 
Gender Male 48.80 
48.69 
Female 51.20 51.31 
Education 
Secondary School/ College 38.26 37.92 
Trade/Professional Qualification 39.08 35.84 
Degree/Diploma from a Tertiary Institution 18.49 21.23 
Post-graduate Degree/Diploma from a Tertiary 
Institution 
4.17 5.01 
Marital 
Status 
Single 31.37 32.46 
Widowed 5.53 4.52 
Living with partner 7.89 9.13 
Married 44.76 44.22 
Divorced/Separated 10.45 9.68 
Ethnicity 
NZ Pakeha 10.08 7.26 
Maori 13.27 10.04 
Pacific Islander 6.24 13.02 
Asian 8.32 17.14 
European 61.24 51.13 
Others 0.85 1.41 
Employment 
Student 23.13 22.86 
Full Time 48.44 48.82 
Self-employed 3.36 4.37 
Unemployed 3.37 3.68 
Homemaker 7.30 7.22 
Part-time 14.39 13.07 
Annual 
Income 
Less than 10,000 19.31 20.72 
$10,000 – $20,000 19.49 15.40 
$20,001 – $30,000 13.76 11.88 
$30,001 – $40,000 12.79 12.40 
$40,001 – $50,000 8.30 8.84 
$50,001 – $70,000 8.90 9.89 
$70,001 – $100,000 3.96 4.83 
$100,001 and over 3.34 4.33 
 
4.2.1 Consumption Behavior 
Consumption behavior includes the following constructs based on DDA results: 
1. Underdog consumption behavior 
2. Sports consumption  
In summary, for underdog consumption behavior, it is concluded that respondents have 
sympathy for an underdog in society and also identify themselves as underdog in many life’s 
pursuits. 
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Table 4: Balance Maintenance  
Motivational Bases Findings Implication 
Balance 
Maintenance 
Power 
Possession 
The research shows that 84.2% of 
respondents are agreeing that business 
should not have too much power (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 7) 
Respondents believe that 
businesses should not have 
too much power. 
Business 
Influence 
The research shows that 79.2% of 
respondents are agree that those 
businesses are in power, should limit 
their influence on society (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 8) 
Respondents believe that 
businesses should limit 
their influence on society. 
Impact on 
Society 
The research shows that 88.4% of 
respondents agree with that any sort of 
monopolies have a negative impact on 
society’s welfare (see Appendix Graph, 
Graph 9) 
Respondents believe that 
any sort of monopoly has 
negative impact on 
society’s welfare. 
Fair Chance to 
Compete 
The research shows that 88.6% of 
respondents make sure that the ‘little 
guy’ can compete (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 10) 
Respondents make sure 
that the ‘little guy’ can 
compete. 
In summary of Balance Maintenance, it is concluded that respondents believe in maintaining 
the balance in society. They believe that business should not have too much power and also 
limit the influence of power on society. They believe that any type of monopoly have a 
negative impact on society. 
Table 5: Top Dog Antipathy 
Motivational Bases Findings Implication 
Top Dog 
Antipathy 
Shopping 
Preference 
The research shows that 58% of 
respondents prefer to shop from large 
national chain stores, while 24.2% 
respondents try to avoid large national 
chain stores when they go for shopping 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 12) 
Respondents prefer to 
shop from large national 
chain stores. 
Displacement 
of Local Store 
The research shows that 69% of 
respondents hate it when large national 
chain stores displace the locally-owned 
stores (see Appendix Respondents are 
Graph, Graph 13) 
Respondents hate it 
when large national 
chain stores displace the 
locally-owned stores. 
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In summary of Top Dog Antipathy, it concludes that respondents prefer to shop at large 
national chain stores, but they hate it when large national chain stores displace the locally-
owned stores. 
Table 6: Underdog Orientation 
Motivational Bases Findings Implication 
Underdog 
Orientation 
Harder to 
Succeed 
The research shows that 60.8% of 
respondents identify themselves with those 
who try harder to succeed (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 15) 
Respondents identify 
themselves with those 
who try harder to get 
success. 
Comparison in 
Achieving 
Success 
The research shows that 47.2% of 
respondents always have to try harder to 
succeed compared to others (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 16) 
Respondents believe that 
they have to try harder 
to get success compare 
to others. 
Identification 
With Underdog 
The research shows that 50% of respondents 
found that when they see an underdog in 
society, they generally see themselves (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 17) 
Respondents identify 
themselves with 
underdog in society. 
Identify in 
Life’s Pursuits 
The research shows that 55.4% of 
respondents see themselves as an underdog 
in many life’s pursuits (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 18) 
Respondents identify 
themselves as an 
underdog in many life’s 
pursuits. 
In summary of underdog orientation, it concludes that respondents identify themselves as an 
underdog in many life’s pursuits and they have to try hard to get success compare to others. 
Table 7: Empathic Concern 
Motivational Bases Findings Implication 
Empathic 
Concern 
Feeling For Less 
Fortunate 
People 
The research shows that 89.6% of 
respondents have concerned feeling for the 
people who are less fortunate than them 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 20). 
Respondents have 
concerned feeling for 
the people who are 
less fortunate than 
them. 
Protective to 
Support 
Underdog 
The research shows that 91.6% of 
respondents think that when someone is 
being taken advantage of, they feel kind of 
protective towards the people (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 21). 
Respondents are 
protective towards the 
people who being 
taken advantage. 
Sensitive 
towards the 
Things 
The research shows that 93.8% of 
respondents quite touched by things that 
seen by them (see Appendix Graph, Graph 
22). 
Respondents are quite 
touched by things 
seen by them 
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Soft-hearted 
Person 
The research shows that 92.6% of 
respondents describe themselves as pretty 
soft hearted persons (see Appendix Graph, 
Graph 23). 
Respondents are 
pretty soft hearted 
people. 
In summary of empathic concern, it concludes that respondents have concern feeling for the 
people who are less fortunate than them. Also, respondents are kind of protective towards the 
people whose advantage has been taken by someone else. 
Table 8: Hope 
Motivational Bases Findings Implication 
Hope 
Optimistic 
In Nature 
The research shows that 80.4% of 
respondents feel hopeful that things can 
only get better, when it look absolute 
gloomy (see Appendix Graph, Graph 25) 
Respondents feel hopeful 
that things can only get 
better, when it look 
absolute gloomy. 
Exited 
About Good 
Opportunity 
The research shows that 83.8% of 
respondents became very motivated when 
there is a chance of something good will 
happens (see Appendix Graph, Graph 26) 
Respondents become very 
motivated when there is a 
chance of something good 
will happens. 
Positive 
Outcome in 
Negative 
Situation 
The research shows that 91.6% of 
respondents believe that a positive 
outcome will occur, even though it may be 
unlike (see Appendix Graph, Graph 27) 
Respondents are very 
optimistic in nature. 
In summary of Hope, it concludes that respondents are very optimistic in nature and have 
positive thinking even in a negative situation. 
Table 9: Nostalgic Proneness 
Motivational Bases Findings Implication 
Nostalgic 
Proneness 
Inferiority 
of Product 
The research shows that 52.4% of respondents think 
that products are getting shoddier and shoddier, 
while 32.8% of respondents think that products are 
getting better and better (see Appendix Graph, 
Graph 29) 
Respondents think 
that products are 
getting inferior and 
inferior. 
Brand 
Impact 
The research shows that 47.4% of respondents think 
that new brand are better than old ones, while 39.2% 
of respondents think that old brands, are better than 
new brands (see Appendix Graph, Graph 30) 
Respondents like 
new brands as 
compared to the 
old brands. 
Taste at 
Restaurants 
The research shows that 41% of respondents prefer 
old restaurant, while 43.8% of respondents prefer 
new restaurant (see Appendix Graph, Graph 31) 
Respondents like 
taste of new 
restaurants than 
old restaurants. 
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Need 
Satisfy At 
Retail 
Stores 
The research shows that 46.2% of respondents think 
that today’s retail store serves their need better way 
as compare to yesteryear, while 42.2% of 
respondents think that retail store of yesteryear 
serve their need better way (see Appendix Graph, 
Graph 32) 
Respondents think 
that today’s retail 
stores serve their 
needs better ways. 
In summary of nostalgic proneness, it concludes that respondents think that products are 
getting inferior and inferior. But prefer to buy new brands rather than old brands, try new 
restaurants and believe that today’s retail stores fulfil their needs in a better way as compared 
to yesteryear. 
Table 10: Need for Uniqueness 
Motivational Bases Findings Implication 
Need for 
Uniqueness 
Interest in 
Branded 
Product 
The research shows that 41.8% of 
respondents lost interest in products or 
brands, when it became extremely popular, 
while 44.6% of respondents retain an 
interest in same brands (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 34) 
Respondents prefer to 
buy the same brand, 
even it gets very 
popular. 
Avoidance 
Products or 
Brands 
The research shows that 45% of respondents 
buy the products or brands, which are 
bought by the general population, while 
41% of respondents avoid buying products 
or brands bought by the general population 
 (See Appendix Graph, Graph 35) 
Respondents prefer to 
buy products or brands, 
which are bought by the 
general population. 
Dislike 
Products or 
Brands 
The research shows that, as a rule, 47% of 
respondents dislike products or brands that 
are customarily purchased by everyone, 
while 43.8% of respondents are not agree 
with that rule (see Appendix Graph, Graph 
36) 
As a rule, respondents 
dislike products or 
brands that are 
customarily purchased 
by everyone. 
Style of 
Clothing 
The research shows that 50.4% of 
respondents quit wearing the same clothing, 
wear at commonplace (see Appendix Graph, 
Graph 37) 
Respondents quit 
wearing the same 
clothing, wear at 
common place. 
In summary of need for uniqueness, it concludes that respondents believe in the uniqueness 
up to a certain extend only. Respondent purchased products, even it is purchased by the 
general population and not lost the interest in brands once it gets popular. But in the case of 
clothing style, respondents quit wearing the same clothes, wear by the general population. 
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Table 11: Materialism 
Motivational Bases Findings Implication 
Materialism 
Admiring 
People 
The research shows that 87.2% of 
respondents admire people who own 
expensive homes, cars and clothes (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 39)  
Respondents admire 
people who own homes, 
cars and clothes. 
Achievement 
in Life 
The research shows that 52% of 
respondents are satisfied with the things 
which they achieve in their life (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 40) 
Respondents satisfy with 
the things which they 
achieve in their life. 
Pleasure For 
Buying Things 
The research shows that buying things 
gives a lot of pleasure to 78.4% of 
respondents (see Appendix Graph, Graph 
41) 
Buying things gives lots 
of pleasure to 
respondents.  
In summary of materialism, it concludes that respondents are satisfied with what they achieve 
in their life and admire the people who live a luxurious life. Also, buying gives pleasure to 
lots of respondents. 
Table 12: Underdog Affection 
Motivational Bases Findings Implication 
Underdog 
Affection 
Brand Appeal 
The research shows that 51.2% of 
respondents think that branded products 
are generally more appealing than 
lesser known brands (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 43) 
Respondents think that 
branded products are 
generally more appealing 
than lesser known brands. 
Survival of 
Local Store 
The research shows that 58.4% of 
respondents feel happy when local 
stores survive in spite of national chains 
moving in their town (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 44) 
Respondents feel happy 
when local stores survive 
in spite of national chains 
moving into their town. 
Special Place 
For Locally 
Owned 
Businesses 
The research shows that 41.2% of 
respondents have a special place in their 
heart for locally owned businesses (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 45) 
Respondents have a special 
place in their heart for 
locally owned businesses. 
Emotional 
Feeling 
towards 
Locally 
Owned Stores 
The research shows that 37.6% of 
respondent have emotional ties to 
locally owned stores, while 41.6% of 
respondents does not have any 
emotional ties with locally owned 
stores (see Appendix Graph, Graph 46) 
Respondents do not have 
any emotional ties with 
locally owned stores. 
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In summary of underdog affection, it concludes that respondents believe that branded 
products are more appealing than general products. Even though respondents do not have any 
emotional attachment with locally owned stores, they have some place in their heart for 
locally owned businesses. 
Table 13: Local Support 
Motivational Bases Findings Implication 
Local Support 
Shopping 
Preferences 
The research shows that 55.8% of 
respondents shop almost 
exclusively at large national chain 
stores. 
 (See Appendix Graph, Graph 48) 
Respondents shop almost 
exclusively at large 
national chain stores. 
Shopping At 
Community 
Shop 
The research shows that, if given 
the chance, 67.4% of respondents 
always prefer to shop at the stores 
that are owned by the member of 
their community (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 49) 
Respondents always prefer 
to shop at the stores that 
are owned by the member 
of their community. 
Shopping Even 
Though Less 
Choices 
The research shows that 52.6% of 
respondents are preferring to shop 
at locally owned stores, even 
though the selection may be less 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 50) 
Respondents prefer to shop 
at locally owned stores, 
even though the selection 
may be less. 
Spending On 
Locally Owned 
Stores 
The research shows that 52.8% of 
respondents spend their weekly 
allowances of shopping for 
groceries at a national chain store 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 51) 
Respondents spend half of 
their allowance of 
groceries at locally owned 
stores.  
In summary of local support, it concludes that respondents shop from large national chain 
stores as well as locally owned store based on their routine needs. 
Table 14: Sports Consumption Behavior 
Sports Behavior Findings Implications 
Watch or 
Listen to 
Sport 
Sports 
Likeliness 
The research shows that 69.4% of respondents 
watch or listen to sport at all time (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 53) 
Respondents frequently 
watch or listen to sport at 
all time. 
Past 
Purchase 
Behavior  
Sport 
products 
and 
services 
The research shows that 11.4% of respondents 
not always purchased products and services 
related to the sport they watch or listen in the 
past (see Appendix Graph, Graph 54) 
Respondents were 
purchased products or 
services related to the sport 
they watched or listened.  
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Play 
Sport 
At all time 
The research shows that 32.8% of respondents 
do not play sports at all time, while 67.2% of 
respondents play sports often. (See Appendix 
Graph, Graph 55) 
Respondents frequently 
play sport. 
Experien
ce 
Watch or 
Listen to 
sport 
The research shows that 65% of respondents 
have a lot of experience of watching or 
listening to sport (see Appendix Graph, Graph 
56) 
Respondents have a lot of 
experiences of watching or 
listening to sport. 
Watch or 
Listen to 
Sport 
Future 
The research shows that 71.4% of respondents 
will watch or listen to sport in the future (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 57) 
Respondents will watch or 
listen to sport in the future. 
Future 
Purchase 
Behavior 
Sport 
products 
and 
services 
The research shows that 52.8% of respondents 
will purchase products or services related to 
sport they will watch or listen in the future 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 58) 
Respondents will buy 
products or services related 
to sport in a future. 
Play 
Sport 
In future 
The research shows that 35.8% of respondents 
will play the sport in the future (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 59) 
Respondents will not able 
to give time to play a sport 
in future. 
Watch or 
Listen to 
Sport 
Times 
The research shows that 67.4% of respondents 
are often watched or listened to sport (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 76) 
Respondents often watched 
or listened to sport. 
Watch or 
Listen to 
Sport 
Frequency 
The research shows that 64.4% of respondents 
watch or listen to sports at least once a week 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 77) 
Most of the respondents 
watch or listen to sport at 
least once a week. 
In summary, it concludes that respondents are frequently watched or listened to sport, but 
some respondents played sport at all time. In the future, respondents will give them or watch 
or listen to sport, but not able to give time in playing sport. In the case of buying products or 
services related to sport, respondents buy the products or services related to sport they watch 
or listen. However, they won’t spend money on sport product in the future.  
Table 15: Preference to Watch or Listen to Sport 
Sports Behavior Findings Implications 
Prefer to 
Watch or 
Listen to Sport 
Alone 
The research shows that 52.2% of respondents 
are not preferred to watch or listen to sport alone 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 60) 
Respondents prefer 
to watch or listen 
to sport in the 
group. 
With 
friends 
The research shows that 71.2% of respondents 
often watch or listen to sport with their friends 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 61) 
Respondents prefer 
to watch or listen 
to sport with 
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friends. 
With 
Sport 
Team 
The research shows that 76.8% of respondents do 
not watch or listen to sport with their sports team 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 62) 
Respondents don't 
spend time to 
watch or listen to 
sport with their 
support team. 
With 
Strangers 
The research shows that 90.8% of respondents do 
not watch or listen to sport with strangers (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 63) 
Respondents aren't 
liking to watch or 
listen to sport with 
strangers. 
With 
family 
The research shows that 75% of respondents 
often watch or listen to sport with their family 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 64) 
Respondents prefer 
to watch or listen 
to sport with their 
family. 
In summary of preference to watch or listen to sport, it concludes that respondents prefer to 
watch or listen to sport with family and friends. But respondents aren't liking to watch or 
listen to sport with strangers.  
Table 16: Mode of Watch or Listen to Sport 
Sports Behavior Findings Implications 
Mode of 
watch or 
listen to 
sport 
PC/MAC 
The research shows that only 11.6% of 
respondents watch or listen to on PC/MAC (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 65) 
Respondents don't spend 
too much time on 
PC/MAC to watch or 
listen to sport. 
Television 
The research shows that 88.8% of respondents 
watch or listen to sport on television (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 66) 
Respondents prefer to 
watch sports on television 
Mobile 
phones 
The research shows that 82.8% of respondents 
are not using mobile phones to watch or listen to 
sport (see Appendix Graph, Graph 67) 
Respondents don't use 
mobile phones to watch or 
listen to sport. 
Smart 
Phones 
The research shows that 71% of respondents are 
not using smart phone to watch or listen to sport 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 68) 
Respondents not using 
smart phones to watch or 
listen to sport. 
Radio 
The research shows that 18.6% of respondents 
listen to sport on a radio (see Appendix Graph, 
Graph 69) 
Respondents also use 
radio to listen about sport 
updates. 
Tablet 
computers 
The research shows that 70% of respondents are 
not using a tablet computer to watch or listen to 
sport (see Appendix Graph, Graph 70) 
Respondents don't prefer 
to use tablet computers to 
watch or listen to sport. 
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In summary of the mode of watch or listen to sport, it concludes that respondents prefer to 
watch or listen to sport on television. Although respondents use smart phones and mobile 
phones, but they do not use it to watch or listen to sport. 
Table 17: Location of Watching or Listening to Sport 
Sports Behavior Findings Implications 
Location of 
watching or 
listening to 
sport 
Sports 
Club 
The research shows that only 6.4% of 
respondents prefer to watch or listen to 
sport at the sports club (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 71) 
Respondents very rarely 
prefer to watch or listen to 
sport at the sports club. 
Stadium 
The research shows that 30.8% of 
respondents prefer to watch sports at a 
stadium (see Appendix Graph, Graph 72) 
Respondents prefer to 
enjoy live games at the 
stadium. 
Home 
The research shows that 93.4% of 
respondents prefer to watch or listen to 
sport at home (see Appendix Graph, 
Graph 73) 
Respondents prefer to 
watch or listen to sport at 
home. 
Bar 
The research shows that only 20.2% of 
respondents prefer to watch or listen to 
sport at a bar (see Appendix Graph, Graph 
74) 
Respondents rarely watch 
or listen to sport at a bar. 
Friend’s 
House 
The research shows that 30% of 
respondents prefer to watch or listen to 
sport at their friend’s house (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 75) 
Respondents prefer to 
watch or listen to sport at 
their friend’s house. 
In summary of the location of watching or listening to sport, it concludes that respondents 
frequently watch or listen to sport at home. They also visit stadium or their friend’s house to 
watch or listen to sport.  
Table 18: Watch or Listen to Sport Played By: 
Sports Behavior Findings Implications 
Watch 
or 
Listen 
sport 
played 
by 
Professionals 
The research shows that 96.2% of respondents 
often watch or listen to sport played by 
professionals (see Appendix Graph, Graph 78) 
Respondents prefer 
watching or listen to 
sport played by 
professionals. 
Family 
(children) 
The research shows that 31% of respondents often 
watch or listen to sport played by family 
(Children) (see Appendix Graph, Graph 79) 
Respondents also 
spend time on 
watching or listening 
to sports played by 
family (Children) 
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Amateurs 
The research shows that 58.8% of respondents do 
not watch or listen to sport played by Amateurs 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 80) 
Respondents rarely 
watch or listen to 
sport played by 
amateurs. 
Family 
(Adults) 
The research shows that only 20.2% of 
respondents often watch or listen to sport played 
by family (Adults) (see Appendix Graph, Graph 
81) 
Respondents rarely 
watch or listen to 
sport played by 
family (Adults). 
Friends 
The research shows that 40.2% of respondents 
often watch or listen to sport played by their 
friends (see Appendix Graph, Graph 82) 
Respondents prefer to 
watch or listen to 
sport played by their 
friends. 
In summary of watch or listen to sport played by people, it concludes that respondents prefer 
to watch or listen to sport played by professional players. They also spend some time to 
watch or listen to sport played by their family members. 
Table 19: Way of Spend Money on Watching or Listening to Sport 
Sports Behavior Findings Implications 
A way of 
spending 
money on 
watching or 
listening spot 
Internet 
The research shows that only 25.6% of 
respondents spend money on an 
internet to watch or listen to sport (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 83) 
Respondents frequently 
spend money on the 
internet to watch or listen 
to sport.  
Stadium 
The research shows that only 26% of 
respondents spend money at the 
stadium to watch sport (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 84) 
Respondents also spend 
money at the stadium to 
watch sport. 
Smart 
Phone 
The research shows that 55.2% of 
respondents do not spend money on a 
smart phone to watch or listen to sport 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 85) 
Respondents rarely spend 
money on a smart phone to 
watch or listen to sport. 
Sky 
The research shows that 63% of 
respondents spend money on sky to 
watch or listen to sport (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 86) 
Respondents spend money 
on sky to watch the sport. 
Tablet 
computer 
The research shows that 67% of 
respondents do not spend money on a 
tablet computer to watch or listen to 
sport (see Appendix Graph, Graph 87) 
Respondents very rarely 
spend money on a tablet 
computer to watch or listen 
to sport. 
Supporting 
Local Clubs 
The research shows that only 8% of 
respondents support the local clubs 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 88) 
Very few respondents 
support local clubs. 
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In summary of spending money to watch or listen to sport, it concludes that respondents 
spend more money on sky rather than any other medium. They also spend money on an 
internet as well as at the stadium to watch or listen to sport. Some respondents also support 
local sport club to encourage the sport. 
Table 20: Watch or Listen to Sport Played By (Players) 
Sports Behavior Findings Implications 
Watch or 
Listen sport 
played by 
(Players) 
International 
Professional 
other than NZ 
The research shows that 71.4% of 
respondents watch or listen to 
sport played by international 
professional other than NZ (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 89) 
Respondents prefer to watch 
or listen to sport played by 
international professional 
other than NZ. 
Local 
Professional 
from City 
The research shows that 42.6% of 
respondents watch or listen to 
sport played by local professional 
from their city (see Appendix 
Graph, Graph 90) 
Respondents often watch or 
listen to sport played by local 
professional from their city. 
Local 
Amateurs from 
City 
The research shows that only 
21.2% of respondents watch or 
listen to sport played by local 
amateurs from their city (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 91) 
Respondents rarely watch or 
listen to sport played by local 
amateurs. 
International 
Professional 
from NZ 
The research shows that 91.2% of 
respondents watch or listen to 
sport played by international 
professional from NZ (see 
Appendix Graph, Graph 92)  
Most of the respondents 
prefer to watch or listen to 
sport played by international 
professional from NZ. 
Local 
Amateurs from 
another City of 
NZ 
The research shows that only 
14.8% of respondents watch or 
listen to sport played by local 
amateurs from another city in NZ 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 93) 
Respondents very rarely 
watch or listen to sport 
played by local amateurs 
from another city in NZ. 
In summary of watch or listen to sport played by players, it concludes that respondents prefer 
to watch or listen to sport played by international player either from other countries or from 
NZ. 
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Table 21: Type of Sport 
Sports Behavior Findings Implications 
Type of 
sport 
Tennis 
The research shows that only 15.4% of 
respondents watch or listen to Tennis 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 94) 
Respondents rarely watch 
or listen to Tennis. 
Rugby 
The research shows that 84.4% of 
respondents watch or listen to Rugby 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 95) and  
Most of the respondents 
prefer to watch or listen to 
Rugby. 
Football 
(Soccer) 
The research shows that 67% of 
respondents watch or listen to football 
(Soccer) (see Appendix Graph, Graph 
96)  
Respondents frequently 
watch or listen to football 
(Soccer). 
Cricket 
The research shows that 47.4% of 
respondents watch or listen to Cricket 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 97) 
Respondents often watch 
or listen to Cricket. 
Athletics 
The research shows that only 9.2% of 
respondents watch or listen to Athletics 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 98) 
Few respondents watch or 
listen to Athletics. 
Hockey 
The research shows that only 5.2% of 
respondents watch or listen to Hockey 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 99) 
Respondents very rarely 
watch or listen to Hockey. 
Netball 
The research shows that only 10.8% of 
respondents watch or listen to Netball 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 100) 
Respondents rarely watch 
or listen to Netball. 
Rugby 
League 
The research shows that 34% of 
respondents watch or listen to Rugby 
League (see Appendix Graph, Graph 
101) 
Respondents often watch 
or listen to Rugby League. 
Yachting 
The research shows that only 36.8% of 
respondents watch or listen to Yachting 
(see Appendix Graph, Graph 102) 
Respondents frequently 
watch or listen to Yachting. 
Basketball 
The research shows that only 10.6% of 
respondents watch or listen to 
Basketball (see Appendix Graph, Graph 
103) 
Respondents rarely watch 
or listen to Basketball. 
Swimming 
The research shows that only 6.2% of 
respondents watch or listen to 
Swimming (see Appendix Graph, Graph 
104) 
Only a few respondents 
rarely watch or listen to 
Swimming. 
In summary of the favorite sport, it concludes that respondents prefer to watch or listen to 
Rugby, Football (Soccer) and Cricket. Though, Most of the respondents watch or listen to at 
least two sports.  
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4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis  
For the CFA measurement model, the results of discriminant validity, content validity and 
Goodness of Fit (GoF) are shown in Tables 21 to 22. Research concludes for the model that 
they have discriminant and content validity as well as acceptable GoF. The research measures 
of validity and fit are based on Bagozzi and Youjae (2012) and others (Bacon, 1995; 
Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996; Bentler, 1990; Browne & Cudeck, 1993; J. Hair et al., 1998; 
Hu & Bentler, 1995), that is:  
i. Goodness of Fit (GoF):  
a. CMIN/DF (chi-squared/degrees of freedom) ratio is <5.0 (1.622) 
b. A significant p value 
c. Normalized Fit Index (NFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) 
and Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) is preferably greater than 0.8. 
d. Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and Standardized Root Mean-
Squared Residual (SRMR) is preferably less than 0.05, but values up to 0.08 are 
acceptable. 
ii. Discriminant Validity: The implied correlations for Nostalgia Proneness, Hope, Need for 
Uniqueness and Materialism are less than the corresponding square root of the Average 
Variance Extracted (AVE). In case of Balance Maintenance, Underdog Orientation, 
Empathic Concern and Top do Antipathy, except below correlations; all values are less 
than the corresponding square root of the Average Variance Extracted (AVE). 
iii. Content Validity: Construct Cronbach Alpha and Construct Reliability are greater than 
0.50 (except Top Dog Antipathy). The composite reliability takes into account that 
indicators have different loadings, and can be interpreted in the same way as Cronbach’s 
a. No matter which particular reliability coefficient is used,an internal consistency 
reliability value above 0.7 in early stages of research and values above 0.8 or 0.9 in more 
advanced stages of research are regarded as satisfactory (Nunnally, 1978; Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994), whereas a value below 0.6 indicates a lack of reliability. Except for 
materialism, empathic concern and top dog antipathy, the value is more than 0.6. Average 
Variance Extracted (AVE) is greater than 0.40 (C. Fornell & D.F. Larcker, 1981; 
Nunnally, 1978) for Nostalgia Proneness, Need for Uniqueness and Local Support. 
Although it is difficult to consider the reliability of data, the change in the indicators for 
acceptable AVE may lead to change in the other indicators.  
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TABLE 22: CFA GOODNESS OF FIT (GOF)  
Model N X2 d.f. CMIN/DF Sig. (p) NFI CFI TLI GFI RMSEA SRMR 
CFA 492 538.387 332 1.622 0.000 0.838 0.929 0.914 0.929 0.036 0.0425 
CFA=Confirmatory Factor Analysis, CMIN/DF=Chi-squared/degrees of freedom ratio, p=significance <0.001, NFI=Normed Fit Index, GFI=Goodness of Fit, TLI=Tucker 
Lewis Index, CFI=Comparative Fit Index, RMSEA=Root-Mean-Square Error of Approximation, SRMR=Standardized Root-Mean-Squared Residual. 
 
TABLE 23: DISCRIMINENT AND CONTENT VALIDITY 
 
  
Balance 
Maintenance 
Underdog 
Orientation 
Empathic 
Concern 
Nostalgia 
Proneness Hope 
Need for 
Uniqueness 
Top Dog 
Antipathy Materialism 
Underdog 
Affection 
Local 
Support 
Cronbach Alpha 0.630 0.654 0.553 0.715 0.599 0.752 0.330 0.507 0.628 0.643 
Construct Reliability 0.632 0.657 0.554 0.721 0.636 0.752 0.335 0.583 0.628 0.679 
Variance Extracted 0.367 0.392 0.296 0.466 0.387 0.504 0.202 0.336 0.361 0.429 
Balance Maintenance 0.606                   
Underdog Orientation 0.438 0.626                 
Empathic Concern 0.465 0.259 0.544               
Nostalgia Proneness 0.409 0.385 0.322 0.682             
Hope 0.402 0.315 0.570 0.294 0.622           
Need for Uniqueness 0.328 0.372 0.260 0.515 0.325 0.710         
Top Dog Antipathy 0.632 0.797 0.426 0.398 0.459 0.342 0.450       
Materialism 0.250 0.187 0.277 0.295 0.293 0.413 0.112 0.579     
Underdog Affection 0.350 0.376 0.211 0.320 0.294 0.385 0.561 0.363 0.601   
Local Support 0.328 0.373 0.233 0.333 0.331 0.323 0.613 0.209 0.897 0.655 
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4.4 Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) 
The SEM focused on the analysis of the structural conceptual model using the maximum 
likelihood method to test the hypothesized relationships between the underdog affection and 
other constructs. The primary aim of the SEM stage is to specify the model and formally state the 
nature of the relationships through the hypotheses (H1 to H9). Based on structural equation model 
hypotheses, Research study developed original model and alternative models. Both models, 
shows the results of SEM using the same Goodness of Fit (GoF) as in the CFA with the addition 
of the standardized regression weight, path estimate, critical ratio and p value for level of 
significance. Table 26 also summarizes the Squared Multiple Correlations. 
TABLE 24: SEM GOODNESS OF FIT (GOF)  
Model N X2 d.f. 
CMIN/
DF 
Sig. 
(p) NFI CFI TLI GFI RMSEA SRMR 
SEM - 
Original 
492 809.90 369 2.195 0.00 0.757 0.849 0.834 0.893 0.049 0.0626 
SEM - 
Alternative 
492 585.62 360 1.627 0.00 0.824 0.923 0.913 0.925 0.036 0.0477 
SEM=Structural Equation Model, CMIN/DF=Chi-squared/degrees of freedom ratio, p=significance <0.001, 
NFI=Normed Fit Index, GFI=Goodness of Fit, TLI=Tucker Lewis Index, CFI=Comparative Fit Index, 
RMSEA=Root-Mean-Square Error of Approximation, SRMR=Standardized Root-Mean-Squared Residual. 
 
TABLE 25: STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL HYPOTHESES 
 Original Model (SRW = 
   
 
SRW Estimate Critical Ratio Sig. (p)  
H1 Balance 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.654 1.000 - <0.001 Accept 
H2 Top Dad 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.814 .903 6.297 0.002 Accept 
H3 Underdog 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.582 .928 7.047 <0.001 Accept 
H4 Materialism 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.410 .733 5.521 <0.001 Accept 
H5 Empathic 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.469 .558 5.667 <0.001 Accept 
H6 Nostalgia 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.536 1.173 7.295 <0.001 Accept 
H7 Hope (H) ← Underdog 
 
0.513 .631 6.174 <0.001 Accept 
H8 Local 
  
← Underdog 
 
0.761 .882 6.559 <0.001 Accept 
H9 Need For 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.543 1.465 7.698 <0.001 Accept 
 Alternative Model      H1 Balance 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
1.116 1.000 - <0.001 Accept 
H2 Top Dad 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.375 0.276 3.650 0.002 Accept 
H3 Underdog 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.297 0.314 4.159 <0.001 Accept 
H4 Materialism 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.161 0.197 2.329 0.020 Accept 
H5 Empathic 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
- - - <0.001 Accept 
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H6 Nostalgia 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.348 0.507 5.270 <0.001 Accept 
H7 Hope (H) ← Underdog 
 
0.230 0.196 3.619 <0.001 Accept 
H8 Local 
  
← Underdog 
 
0.952 0.764 7.263 <0.001 Accept 
H9 Need For 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
0.224 0.407 3.668 <0.001 Accept 
 Alternative Model (Additional 
 
     
H10 Underdog 
 
 
← Nostalgia 
 
 
0.306 0.222 4.347 <0.001 Accept 
H11 Balance 
 
 
← Local 
  
-0.923 -1.030 -6.112 0.002 Accept 
H12 Balance 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
 
0.287 0.243 3.505 <0.001 Accept 
H13 Need For 
 
 
← Nostalgia 
 
 
0.459 0.574 6.894 0.020 Accept 
H14 Empathic 
 
 
← Balance 
 
 
0.423 0.388 4.700 <0.001 Accept 
H15 Empathic 
 
 
← Nostalgia 
 
 
0.186 0.105 2.419 <0.001 Accept 
H16 Hope (H) ← Empathic 
 
 
0.541 0.561 5.763 <0.001 Accept 
H17 Materialism 
 
← Need For 
 
 
0.356 0.239 4.849 <0.016 Accept 
H18 Top Dad 
 
 
← Underdog 
 
 
0.676 0.471 5.373 <0.001 Accept 
TABLE 26: SEM SQUARED MULTIPLE CORRELATIONS (R2) 
 
Original 
Model 
Alternative 
Model 
Direction 
Original vs. 
Alternative 
Underdog Affection 0.000 0.000 ↑ 
Balance Maintenance (BM) 0.427 0.408 ↔ 
Top Dad Antipathy (TD) 0.662 0.803 ↑ 
Underdog Orientation (UO) 0.339 0.244 ↔ 
Materialism (M) 0.168 0.197 ↔ 
Empathic Concern (EC) 0.220 0.279 ↔ 
Nostalgia Proneness (NP) 0.287 0.121 ↓ 
Hope (H) 0.263 0.407 ↑ 
Local Support (LS) 0.579 0.906 ↑ 
Need For Uniqueness (NFU) 0.295 0.332 ↔ 
 
The Research concludes the following: 
i. Goodness of Fit (GoF) is acceptable for all the constructs of the model. As we developed 
alternative model, the values of the Normalized Fit Index (NFI), Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI), Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) and Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) shows improvement in 
results. Also CMIN/DF (chi-squared/degrees of freedom) ratio, RMSEA=Root-Mean-Square 
Error of Approximation, SRMR=Standardized Root-Mean-Squared Residual are also 
decreasing which is improved result (Davis et al., 2013). 
62 
 
ii. In Original Model, Underdog Affection is significantly related to all constructs of the model 
and all hypotheses are accepted. 
iii. In an alternative model, Underdog Affection has a significant relation with all constructs 
except for Empathic Concern (EC). 
iv. Research developed additional hypotheses for an alternative model, which shows that  
a. Nostalgia Proneness (NP) is positively related to Underdog Orientation (UO), Need 
for Uniqueness (NFU) and Empathic Concern (EC).  
b. Local Support (LS) is significantly related to Balance Maintenance (BM).  
c. Underdog Orientation (UO) is positively linked to Balance Maintenance (BM) and 
Top Dog Antipathy (TD). 
d. Balance Maintenance (BM) is positively related to Empathic Concern (EC). 
e. Empathic Concern (EC) is positively associated with Hope (H). 
f. Need for Uniqueness (NFU) is linked with Materialism (M). 
v. To test research model, proposed structural model, but removed H5. In essence, these create 
Individual Influence Model (IIM) (Mackenzie et al., 2011). Therefore, when comparing 
research model with IIM, the proposed research model is accepted.  
vi. The Squared Multiple Correlation (Table 26) of Balance Maintenance, Underdog Orientation, 
Materialism and Empathic concern indicate a very less difference in original and alternative 
models. While, Top dog Antipathy, Hope and Local Support show a positive difference in 
values. In case of Nostalgia Proneness, the value shows negative difference in original and 
alternative models.  
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5 Chapter 5: Discussion 
5.1 Chapter Overview 
This chapter will develop from thorough analysis of the results presented in chapter four. 
Discussion focuses on answering the research question based on proposed hypotheses. It also 
covers the managerial implication of research study. This chapter also conceals some of the 
limitations of research and future research. 
5.2 Hypothesis Relations 
This section focuses on identifying the relationship between proposed constructs of hypotheses. 
As this research is a replication of McGinnis et al. (2013) study, the relationships between 
different constructs are validated and also try to identify new relations between other constructs.  
Hypothesis 1 argued that balance maintenance has a positive effect on commerce underdog 
affection. Balance Maintenance is “the extent to which people desire to hold the powers in 
society in check, such that no entity in society (i.e., government, business, or individual) has too 
much power” (McGinnis et al., 2013). In response to the questions related to balance 
maintenance, people prefer to maintain balance in society. Around 84% of respondents are in 
favor that business should not have too much power and 80% of respondents say that those 
businesses are in power, should limit their influence on society (See table 4). Results show that 
generally people not accept the business entity with too much power and to maintain the balance 
in society, those businesses which are in power should limit their influence on society. In support, 
Joseph Vandello et al. (2007) mentioned that underdog support is motivated by equality, fairness 
and deservingness. Furthermore, Respondents support the view that any kinds of ‘monopoly’ in 
society have negative impact which indicates that people overrule their self-interests in the name 
of equality and fairness in society (Kahneman et al., 1986). Also, 88% of respondents want to 
make sure that ‘little guy’ can compete which indicate that people wants to maintain fairness and 
equity in society. 
The result obtained from SEM indicates that, there is a positively significant relation between 
balance maintenance and underdog affection (CR=0.63; α=0.63; AVE=0.37, See Table 23; 
SRW=0.654, See Table 25). The above results are in support of proposed hypothesis which 
shows that balance maintenance has a positive effect on commerce underdog affection.  
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Hypothesis 2 argued that Top dog antipathy has a positive effect on commerce underdog 
affection. Top dog antipathy is “a state in which a person dislikes the top dog or advantaged 
entity” (McGinnis et al., 2013). The result obtained from research indicates that around 54% 
respondents prefer to shop from large national chain store. In contrast, around 70% of 
respondents hate it when a large national chain store displaced the locally-owned business (See 
table 5). The result shows that people support the locally-owned businesses (e.g. underdog as 
compared to large national chain stores) in spite of they do their shopping from large national 
chain stores. Antipathy indicates as a disliking of person or entity. As mentioned earlier, anti-
corporate views towards bigger companies may support the underdog (McGinnis & Gentry, 
2009). According to Zavestoski (2002), “Any consumer who makes a purchase is stating a 
preference both for one good, and against others” (p. 121) in anti-consumption pattern.  
The result obtained from SEM also indicate the positively significant relation between top dog 
antipathy and underdog affection (CR=0. 33; α=0. 33; AVE=0. 20, See Table 23; SRW=0.814, 
See Table 25). Thus, the proposed hypothesis supported by results which indicate that top dog 
antipathy has positive effect on underdog affection. 
Hypothesis 3 argues that underdog orientation has a positive effect on underdog affection. 
Underdog orientation is “the extent to which one feels he or she is an underdog in life’s pursuits, 
measured in the context of everyday life and not in any specific context such as sports, business, 
or career” (McGinnis et al., 2013). The result obtained from the research indicates that 60% of 
respondents identify themselves with those who try harder to succeed and around 47% of 
respondents believe that they always have to try harder to get success compare to other (See table 
6). As mentioned earlier, people who compare themselves with others and feel that they have to 
try harder to achieve anything in life, correlate themselves with the underdog (Sirgy, 1982). Thus, 
around 50% of respondents identify themselves with the underdog in society and 55% of 
respondents identify themselves as underdog in many life’s pursuits. Earlier, Sirgy (1982) 
mentioned that in order to maintain consistency, consumers with highly underdog self-concept, 
affiliated with other underdog people and entities.  
The result obtained from SEM also indicate the positively significant relation between underdog 
orientation and underdog affection (CR=0. 66; α=0.65; AVE=0.40, See Table 23; SRW=0.582, 
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See Table 25). Thus, the proposed hypothesis supported by results which indicate that underdog 
orientation has a positive effect on underdog affection. 
Hypothesis 4 argued that materialism has a negative effect on underdog affection. Richins and 
Dawson (1992) defined materialism as "a set of centrally held beliefs about the importance of 
possessions in one's life” (p. 308) or “a value that guides people's choices and conduct in a 
variety of situations, including, but not limited to, consumption arenas " (p. 307). The result 
obtained from research indicates that 87% of respondents admire the people who own luxurious 
things and around 52% of respondents are satisfied with the things which they achieve in their 
life (See Table 11). As mentioned earlier, materialism has significant implications for life quality, 
consumption meaning, life satisfaction, self-identity and well-being (Arndt et al., 2004). It is 
important to note that, buying is also a critical factor associated with materialism. As research 
reveals that, buying things gives lots of pleasure to around 78% of respondents which support the 
view that consumer with high materialism, are more likely to be associated with questionable 
consumer practice (J. Wang & Wallendorf, 2006).  
Moreover, the result obtained from SEM also indicate the positively significant relation between 
materialism and underdog affection (CR=0.58; α=0. 50; AVE=0. 33, See Table 23; SRW=0. 410, 
See Table 25). Thus, the proposed hypothesis supported by results which indicate that, 
materialism has a negative effect on underdog affection. 
Hypothesis 5 argued that empathic concern has a positive effect on underdog affection. Empathy 
is “the reactions of an individual to the observed experiences of another” (M. H. Davis, 1983). 
The outcome of research indicates that around 90% of respondents have concerned feeling for the 
people who are less fortunate than them and being protective towards the people who being taken 
advantage (See Table 7). In support, Stout and Leckenby (1986) found that empathic concern is a 
subcomponent of the multidimensional concept of empathy, which is directly connected with 
emotional experience that is known as empathy in common idiom. Moreover, the research reveals 
that 93% of respondents describe themselves as a very soft hearted person and touched by the 
things seen by them (See Table 7) which indicates that people with empathic concerns, can 
experience others’ discomfort or pain, which should apply to underdog (McGinnis et al., 2013). 
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Furthermore, the result obtained from SEM also shows positively significant relation between 
empathic concern and underdog affection (CR=0. 55; α=0. 55; AVE=0. 30, See Table 23; 
SRW=0. 469, See Table 25). Thus, the proposed hypothesis supported by results which indicate 
that, Empathic concern has a positive effect on underdog affection. 
Hypothesis 6 argued that nostalgia proneness has a positive effect on commerce underdog 
affection. F. Davis (1979) is defined nostalgia as “a positively toned evocation of a lived past in 
the context of some negative feeling toward present or impending circumstance" (p. 18). 
According to M. B. Holbrook and Schindler (1991), nostalgia is “a longing for the past and a 
general preference toward objects that were more “common” when a person was younger” in 
which, objects referred as place, things, or people and “common” related to more fashionable, 
popular or widely circulated (McGinnis et al., 2013). The result obtained from research indicates 
that 52% of respondents think that products are getting inferior and inferior. On the other hand, 
47% of respondent like new brands as compared to the old brands (See Table 9). As mentioned 
earlier, Nostalgia can be associated with possessions of consumers, which typically relate to 
previous glories or victories where they defeated obstacles through emotional affinity and 
achieved unexpected success (R. W. Belk, 1988). Furthermore, 46% of respondents believe that 
today’s retail store serves their needs better ways as compared to yesteryear. Additionally, Brown 
et al. (2003) identified that nostalgia draws people back to the past when they experienced, 
among different things, more independence, morally certain , and idealism. Also, when local 
businesses and small firms associated with individuals’’ past, there might be chances of emotion 
connection of consumers with underdog business (McGinnis et al., 2013). 
Moreover, the result obtained from SEM also shows positively significant relation between 
nostalgia proneness and underdog affection (CR=0. 72; α=0. 71; AVE=0. 47, See Table 23; 
SRW=0. 536, See Table 25). Thus, the proposed hypothesis supported by results which indicate 
that, nostalgia proneness has a positive effect on underdog affection. 
Hypothesis 7 argued that hope has a positive effect on commerce underdog affection. Hope is 
defined as “a positively valenced emotion evoked in response to an uncertain but possible goal-
congruent outcome” (MacInnis & Mello, 2005, p. 2). The result obtained from the research 
shows that people are very optimistic in nature. Around 81% of respondents feel hopeful that 
things only get better; when it looks absolute gloomy and around 84% of respondents became 
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motivated when there is chance of good will happen (See Table 8). To support the above 
outcomes, MacInnis and Mello (2005) suggests that consumers generally use confirmation 
favoritism when hope is strong, and their desire positive results. They also proposed that hope 
evoked when individuals are dissatisfied and need something to complete the action (MacInnis & 
Mello, 2005). 
Furthermore, the result obtained from SEM also shows the positive significant relation between 
hope and underdog affection (CR=0. 63; α=0. 60; AVE=0. 38, See Table 23; SRW=0. 513, See 
Table 25). Thus, the proposed hypothesis supported by results which indicate that, hope has 
positive effect on underdog affection. 
Hypothesis 8 argued that underdog affection has the positive support for local stores. McGinnis 
and Gentry (2009) proposed that people have affection for underdogs, also support local stores 
because they perceived local stores as underdogs. The result obtained from the research indicate 
that, even though 56% of respondents shops from large national chain stores, around 68% of 
respondents prefer to shop from a local store if it is owned by their community member (See 
Table 13). Furthermore, 52% of respondents spend their half of the allowance for grocery at 
locally owned store and prefer to purchase from the store even the selection is less. To support 
the above view, Joseph Vandello et al. (2007) proposed that underdog attitudes and affections do 
not always direct to actual support. This finding shows that consumers who display more 
affection toward underdogs tend to have more support for underdogs in commerce, specifically 
mom and pop stores. Thus, this result indicates that affection does lead to behavior, and that 
consumers who demonstrate the proclivity toward underdog affection will act upon these 
affections when buying products and demonstrating loyalty toward these entities as well (J. H. 
Kim et al., 2008). 
Moreover, the result obtained from SEM also shows the positive significant relation between 
support for local stores and underdog affection (CR=0. 68; α=0. 64; AVE=0. 43, See Table 23; 
SRW=0. 761, See Table 25). Thus, the proposed hypothesis supported by results which indicate 
that, underdog affection has the positive support for local stores. 
Hypothesis 9 argued that as consumers’ need for uniqueness increases, the relationship between 
commerce underdog affection and support for mom-and-pop stores will increase. Tian and 
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McKenzie (2011) identified that the consumers’ need to connect in counter consistency behavior 
by making unpopular counter consistency choices, creative counter consistency choices, and 
unique choice to avoid similarities. The result obtained from the research indicates that around 
40%-45% of respondents prefer to buy the same product purchased by the general public because 
of the brand name. While, around 50% of respondents avoid wearing the same clothes wear by 
the general public (See Table 10). As mentioned earlier, uniqueness studies proposed that people 
prefer the unique way up to certain limits only, but if they feel a threat to evoke social 
punishment (Ruvio, 2008), they will leave the path of uniqueness (Ariely & Levav, 2000). 
Furthermore, the result obtained from SEM also shows the positive significant relation between 
the need for uniqueness and underdog affection (CR=0. 75; α=0. 75; AVE=0. 50, See Table 23; 
SRW=0.543, See Table 25). Thus, the proposed hypothesis supported by results which indicate 
that as consumers’ need for uniqueness increases, the relationship between commerce underdog 
affection and support for mom-and-pop stores will increase. 
Based on the above results, the conceptual model developed for this study are as below: 
Figure 9: Conceptual Framework without Additional Hypotheses 
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To extend the above model, additional hypotheses are also proposed in this research discussed as 
below: 
Hypothesis 10 argued that underdog orientation is positively related to nostalgia proneness. It is 
proposed that consumers identify themselves as underdogs when they feel nostalgic in any 
situation. Nostalgia is the situation where individual compare the things with the previous year. 
For example, any sports person compares his current performance with previous year’s 
performance and identifies himself as underdog in many situations. 
Hypothesis 11 argued that balance maintenance has the positive support of local businesses. 
Balance maintenance is constructed developed by McGinnis et al (2013) which indicates that 
there should be an equal balance maintains in society. To maintain that equality in society, ‘little 
guy’ should have equal chance to compete. Providing support to local support shows that people 
prefer to maintain balance in society. For example, people support local communities to compete 
with large national chain stores. 
Hypothesis 12 argued that balance maintenance is positively related to underdog orientation. As 
mentioned earlier, to maintain balance in society, people prefer to support the ‘little guy’ or 
underdog. In some situation, people identify themselves as underdogs against top dog and try to 
maintain the balance in society by supporting the underdog. For example, as compare to 
international companies, local businesses identify themselves as underdogs and thus, they support 
the any activities which give them an equal chance to compete. 
Hypothesis 13 argued that the need for uniqueness is positively related to nostalgia proneness. As 
mentioned earlier, nostalgia proneness is the comparison between previous year things and 
present things. In many situations, due to nostalgic proneness, people drive towards uniqueness. 
For example, small businesses try to make changes in their products or service every year to be 
unique in the market. 
Hypothesis 14 argued that empathic concern is positively related to balance maintenance. 
Empathy is defined as an associated feeling of human being towards the things or persons (F. 
Davis, 1979). As mentioned earlier, People prefer to maintain balance in society and thus they 
support the underdog. Empathy is the feeling which associates people with underdog to maintain 
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the balance in society. For example, In Olympic game, participants from poor nations get 
empathic support from people. 
Hypothesis 15 argued that empathic concern is positively related to nostalgia proneness. As 
mentioned earlier, empathy is feeling associated with things or people and nostalgic proneness is 
the comparison of two things. As result indicates that people having empathic concern for the 
underdog, expect better things every year. For example, sport fans compare the performance of 
sport players every year and show the empathic concern towards the player when they identify 
themselves as underdogs. 
Hypothesis 16 argued that hope is positively related to empathic concern. It is proposed that 
hopeful people have empathic concern for people who are less fortunate than them. As mentioned 
earlier, people are more optimistic in nature and have empathic concern for the people who are 
less fortunate than them. For example, People are hopeful for the player who came from a poor 
background or work harder to get succeed as compare to others. 
Hypothesis 17 argued that materialism is positively related to need for uniqueness. It is proposed 
that materialism is a set of centrally held beliefs about the importance of possessions in one's life 
(Richins & Dawson, 1992). It is significant to note that people admire the things they achieved in 
their life, but still they avoid being common in some places. For example, Apple or Microsoft 
tries makes innovation in their products, even though they achieved greater success in the market.  
Hypothesis 18 argued that antipathy towards top dog lead to positive support for underdog 
orientation. As mentioned earlier, people identify themselves as underdogs when they feel the 
threat from top dog. Results obtained from research also indicate that people prefer to support the 
local store when it is displaced by large national chain stores. For example, sometimes sport fan 
support underdog team due to antipathy towards the top dog team.  
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Figure 10: Conceptual Model (Replication Study) 
 
Although the underdog status has the strong marketing potential for small businesses as well as 
struggling sport teams, only limited research was carried out in this area (J. H. Kim et al., 2008; 
McGinnis & Gentry, 2009; Paharia et al., 2011). J. H. Kim et al. (2008) suggest that underdog 
effects occur when individual’s self-interest in are compromised. McGinnis and Gentry (2009) 
identify the presence of an underdog image in sports, politics and in businesses, while Paharia et 
al. (2011) study focuses basically on business branding through underdog image. Furthermore, 
McGinnis et al. (2013) study focuses on motivational bases associated with the underdog in 
commerce.  
This research validates the motivational bases associated with consumer’s underdog affection 
towards underdog and extends it to the sport industry. From conceptual basis, this study 
contributes the extended literature on underdog image and consumption behavior. It also links the 
consumption behavior with underdog image and thoroughly discusses the motivational bases 
associated with the underdog.  
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Identifying considerable gaps in current research, this research explores the understanding of 
underdog behavior in commerce as well as in the sport industry in four different ways. First, this 
research study is the replication of the concept of underdog behavior in commerce. This study 
mainly focuses on motivational bases associated with consumers affection towards the underdog 
in business and extends it to sport industry. Research also finds the different relationship between 
the constructs developed in the original study and also identifies a new relationship between 
constructs. Research also finds the linkage between consumers affection towards the underdog 
and consumption behavior.  
Second, research also found a broad conceptual framework of the motivational bases for 
consumers’ underdog association in sport as well as commercial context. The theoretical 
framework is based on existing research on underdog support on sport, politics and commerce (J. 
H. Kim et al., 2008; McGinnis & Gentry, 2009; Paharia et al., 2011; Prell, 2011; Joseph Vandello 
et al., 2007). Motivational basis includes the materialism (R. W. Belk, 1985), nostalgia (M. B. 
Holbrook & Schindler, 1991), empathy (M. H. Davis, 1983), hope (MacInnis & Mello, 2005), 
Balance maintenance, Top dog antipathy, and Underdog orientation (McGinnis et al., 2013) 
considered based on consumption behavior.  
Third, Research builds on the qualitative work of McGinnis and Gentry (2009), Paharia et al. 
(2011), McGinnis et al. (2013) and other previous studies to develop reliable and valid measures, 
especially for underdog affection, underdog support, and balance maintenance. Fourth, research 
collected data from New Zealand consumers to test the conceptual model and research results 
yield useful insights to the motivational underpinnings of consumers’ affection toward underdogs 
in sport and business. 
Research study also finds the significant role of underdog affection to support the local stores. 
Earlier, Paharia et al. (2011) explained the brand biography to gain competitive advantage and 
throw more lights on underdog status of small businesses. The large variance in local store 
suggested that people support local store due to their underdog status, which help local store to 
gain emotional benefits from consumers. 
This research study also found an effect of consumers’ underdog orientation toward underdog 
affection in sport or in businesses. People identify themselves with underdog in many situations 
in their life and thus they support the underdog. The research also found that people think that 
they have to try harder to get succeed in their life as compare to others. Abrevaya (2002) suggest 
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that trust has huge impact on loyalty once the essential needs are satisfied. This research 
identifies that consumer’s underdog orientation have a noticeable impact of affection towards 
underdog business or sport teams. At a lower level, due to external disadvantage, the consumer 
feels minor level of underdog orientation, which shows the little positive feeling towards the less 
fortunate people than they. While a higher level of underdog orientation makes people more 
sensitive towards the underdog entity or people. It is important to note that people with high 
sensitivity stand strong in support for the people who are less fortunate than them and also 
oppose if someone taking advantage of them. Such a finding is consistent with research on 
interpersonal sensitivity among social psychological scholars (M. H. Davis, 1983; Shih, 
Richeson, Gray, Ambady, & Fujita, 2002). 
In case of nostalgia proneness, previous research indicates that is spite of their age, people are 
susceptible to nostalgia (M. B. Holbrook, 1993). As mentioned earlier, nostalgia drives people 
back to their past and compare the things with their present situation. A cultural authority model 
developed by M. B. Holbrook and Schindler (2003) indicates that many brands have power to 
impact on consumers’ choice and guide them to live modernly and good life. In some cases, 
consumers avoid to buying many brands due to increase coerciveness in their products (Holt, 
1995).  
5.3 Managerial Implications 
Eventually, research focus on how sport teams and small businesses gain consumer support in the 
highly competitive globalize market through their underdog status. The important implication 
observes from research is that, consumers support underdog sport teams or businesses due to the 
virtue of their underdog affection and sport teams or businesses should use their underdog status 
as a marketing tool to gain competitive advantage. By linking consumption behavior with 
motivational basis associated with the underdog, the research proposed the implication to retain 
consumer support and expand the consumer base. 
The underdog affection has relatively high mean in commerce (4.1 out of 7) indicates that an 
average consumer might have affection towards underdogs. Also, people are more protective 
towards the brand which is the underdog and struggling due to over control of top brands. Based 
on these results, small businesses should target the consumer based on their emotional support 
and convert their marketing potential in sales performance. In the case of the sports industry, 
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New Zealand sports industry should consider the underdog marketing as one of the many 
marketing strategy. For example, In many situations, New Zealand cricket team was expected to 
lose the match against a high rank cricket team. But sometime black caps perform very well and 
beat the top dog teams. Sports marketer should promote this image as raising underdog image to 
gain the support of consumers. 
Furthermore, research indicates that consumer with lower levels of materialism and the higher 
levels of top dog antipathy, balance maintenance, hope, empathic concern, nostalgia proneness, 
and underdog orientation give more support to the underdog in sport and in business. 
Furthermore, previous studies suggested that these constructs can be easily identified with 
underdog affection (M. H. Davis, 1983; M. B. Holbrook, 1993).  
The balance maintenance has a significant motivational base for underdog affection which 
indicates that people are against the businesses which influence the society with their power and 
try to create a monopoly in society. Local businesses should consider this approach as a positive 
tool to gain consumers valuable support. Also, people believe ‘society should give a little guy’ 
fair chance to compete in the market that can be utilized by small businesses, as well as 
struggling sport players or teams. For example, All Blacks (New Zealand rugby team) marketer 
should promote the competition between local rugby teams to train some excellent rugby player 
for All Blacks. 
Research findings also suggest that antipathy towards the top dog may lead to the underdog 
affection. Although, people prefer to buy their products or services from large national chain 
stores, they provide the support to local business, if large national chain stores displace them. 
Based on this emotional attachment, local businesses should market their underdog image against 
the top dog brands. 
Moreover, local businesses should consider the underdog biography (Paharia et al., 2011) as most 
prominent feature to promote their business. As mentioned earlier, local businesses should 
convert their underdog image into competitive advantage through target emotional behavior of 
consumers. Empathic concern and hope are prominent motivational base, which should be 
targeted by local businesses or sport teams to gain sympathy support from consumers or from 
fans. On the other hand, companies and brands should behave smaller, and distance themselves 
from the “big company.” (Prell, 2011). Prell (2011) also suggests that through customer co-
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creation (e.g., campaigns and advertisements) small businesses should target the customers. Prell 
(2011) also proposes the following:  
“The first rule for big companies hoping to sidestep Underdogmatist scorn is to 
appear humble. When Toyota passed GM to become the world’s largest 
automaker, Toyota spokesman Paul Nolasco kept his head down and said all the 
right things… The second way for companies to deal with Underdogmatist scorn 
is to embrace Underdogma by becoming smaller, behaving smaller, and, as 
Toyota has done, give its customers a way to distance themselves from the 
“bigness” of the “big company” by empowering customers to make the products 
of the “big company” their own” (Prell, 2011, pp. 186-189).  
The nostalgic proneness of underdog affection may suggest that people of New Zealand have 
nostalgic impact and have an association for underdog business because local stores remind them 
about the previous years when stores are simpler and have less coercive products. As mentioned 
by Holbrook (1993), nostalgic impact has both negative as well as positive memories, but people 
usually remember the positive memories. Although detailed literature is provided in this research, 
further research required to identify the type of nostalgia which has high impact on local stores. 
 
5.4 Limitation of Research 
There are some constraints to the research which avert the broad perspective of the findings. 
First, research sample was geographically restrictive in the sense that it measured only a few 
respondents in Auckland region only, and mainly considers the response from the general public 
around the shopping centers and shopping malls. Thus, the finding does not apply to all New 
Zealanders. 
Secondly, Original research was carried out in U.S.A and research data for replication study was 
collected from New Zealand. This both countries are developed country and the mentalities of the 
people are different from under developed country and developing country’s people. As this 
study focus on ‘Underdog’ philosophy, the result does not relate to any other country which are 
in different stages of development. 
Thirdly, the underdog concept is based on the person thinking of respondents which does not 
represent the whole New Zealand. Also, research specifically limited to sports and businesses. 
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Fourth, the research specifically focuses on quantitative research where data collected by 
structured questionnaire through face-to-face interviews. In some cases, respondents are not able 
to articulate their thoughts very well through a structured questionnaire. Furthermore, the 
respondents were chosen based on random sampling, which was based on availability and 
limitation of the researcher. Thus, the sufficiency of the sample was limited due to the restriction 
of the knowledge of the researcher as a postgraduate student.  
5.5 Future Research 
Opportunities exist to conduct comparative studies on motivational bases for consumers affection 
towards the underdog in various sports across different cultures. In addition, research can be 
combined with future international marketing studies on consumers’ willingness to support 
domestic firms in their competition against large multinational companies, whereby emotional 
ties with a home country and underdog status jointly exist.  
 
Second, as mentioned in limitation of research, this research carried out in New Zealand, which is 
developed country. Thus, the opportunities exist to carry out research in developing country or 
underdeveloped country to explore multi dimension of the ‘underdog’ behavior.  
 
Third, given the focus on the motivational bases of underdog affection, the research, conceptual 
model is limited in terms of its coverage of the consequences of underdog affection. Future 
research can more extensively investigate the outcomes of underdog affection, especially the 
boundary conditions impacting the strengths of the links between underdog affection and various 
outcomes, including support for small business entities. The significant finding on the large 
variance of support explained for mom-and-pop stores by commerce underdog affection 
highlights the value and resulting importance of featuring the underdog affection construct in 
studying consumers’ support behaviors for small stores.   
Moreover, ‘Underdog’ behavior can extensively investigate through a qualitative study by 
undertaking a personal interview with a personality who came from ‘Underdog’ background and 
raise as Top dog. 
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7 Appendices 
7.1 Appendix Graph 
Graph 1: Gender 
 
 Graph 2: Education 
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Graph 3: Marital Status 
 
Graph 4: Ethnicity 
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Graph 5: Employment 
 
Graph 6: Income 
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Graph 7: Balance Maintenance: Power Possession 
 
Graph 7 shows that 84.2% of respondents are agreeing that business should not have too much 
power. 
Graph 8: Balance Maintenance: Business Influence 
 
Graph 8 shows that 79.2% of respondents are agree, that those businesses are in power, should 
limit their influence on society. 
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Graph 9: Balance Maintenance: Impact on Society 
 
Graph 9 shows that 88.4% of respondents agree with that any sort of monopolies have a negative 
impact on society’s welfare. 
Graph 10: Balance Maintenance: Fair Chance to Compete 
 
Graph 10 shows that 88.6% of respondents make sure that the ‘little guy’ can compete.  
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Graph 11: Balance Maintenance: Average 
 
Graph 11 shows that 85.4% respondents prefer maintaining the balance in society and prefer to 
give equal chance to everyone to compete. 
Graph 12: Top Dog Antipathy: Shopping Preference 
 
Graph 12 shows that 58% of respondents prefer to shop from large national chain stores, while 
24.2% respondents try to avoid large national chain stores when they go for shopping. 
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Graph 13: Top Dog Antipathy: Displacement of Local Store 
 
Graph 13 shows that 69% of respondents hate it when large national chain stores displace the 
locally-owned stores. 
Graph 14: Top Dog Antipathy: Average 
 
Graph 14 shows that 33.1% of respondents are in favor of large national chain store, while 46.7% 
respondents support the locally owned stores.  
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Graph 15: Underdog Orientation: Harder to Succeed 
 
Graph 15 shows that 60.8% of respondents identify themselves with those who try harder to 
succeed. 
Graph 16: Underdog Orientation: Comparison in Achieving Success  
 
Graph 16 shows that 47.2% of respondents always have to try harder to succeed compared to 
others. 
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Graph 17: Underdog Orientation: Identification with Underdog 
 
Graph 17 shows that 50% of respondents found that when they see an underdog in society, they 
generally see themselves. 
Graph 18: Underdog Orientation: Identify in Life’s Pursuits 
 
Graph 18 shows that 55.4% of respondents see themselves as an underdog in many life’s 
pursuits. 
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Graph 19: Underdog Orientation: Average 
 
Graph 19 shows that 53.5% of respondents have identified themselves with the underdog or try 
harder to get success compare to others. 
Graph 20: Empathic Concern: Feeling For Less Fortunate People 
 
Graph 20 shows that 89.6% of respondents have concerned feeling for the people who are less 
fortunate than them. 
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Graph 21: Empathic Concern: Protective to Support Underdog 
 
Graph 21 shows that 91.6% of respondents think that when someone is being taken advantage of, 
they feel kind of protective towards the people. 
Graph 22: Empathic Concern: Sensitive towards the Things 
 
Graph 22 shows that 93.8% of respondents quite touched by things that seen by them. 
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Graph 23: Empathic Concern: Soft-Hearted Person 
 
Graph 23 shows that 92.6% of respondents describe themselves as a pretty soft hearted person. 
Graph 24: Empathic Concern: Average 
 
Graph 24 shows that 92% of respondents have concerned feeling for the people who are less 
fortunate than them. 
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Graph 25: Hope: Optimistic In Nature 
 
Graph 25 shows that 80.4% of respondents feel hopeful that things can only get better, when it 
look absolute gloomy. 
Graph 26: Hope: Exited On Good Opportunity 
 
Graph 26 shows that 83.8% of respondents became very motivated when there is a chance of 
something good will happens. 
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Graph 27: Hope: Positive Outcome in Negative Situation 
 
Graph 27 shows that 91.6% of respondents believe that a positive outcome will occur, even 
though it may be unlike. 
Graph 28: Hope: Average 
 
Graph 28 shows that 85.3% of respondents are very optimistic in nature. 
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Graph 29: Nostalgic Proneness: Inferiority of Product 
 
Graph 29 shows that 52.4% of respondents think that products are getting shoddier and shoddier, 
while 32.8% of respondents think that products are getting better and better. 
Graph 30: Nostalgic Proneness: Brand Impact 
 
Graph 30 shows that 47.4% of respondents think that new brand are better than old ones, while 
39.2% of respondents think that old brands are better than new brands. 
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Graph 31: Nostalgic Proneness: Taste at Restaurants 
 
Graph 31 shows that 41% of respondents prefer old restaurant, while 43.8% of respondents prefer 
new restaurant.  
Graph 32: Nostalgic Proneness: Need Satisfy At Retail Stores 
 
Graph 32 shows that 46.2% of respondents think that today’s retail store serves their need better 
way as compare to yesteryear, while 42.2% of respondents think that retail store of yesteryear 
serve their need better way. 
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Graph 33: Nostalgic Proneness: Average 
 
Graph 33 shows that 41.9% of respondents believe in nostalgic proneness, while 44.5% of 
respondents oppose the nostalgic proneness. 
Graph 34: Need for Uniqueness: Interest in Branded Product 
 
Graph 34 shows that 41.8% of respondents lost interest in products or brands, when it became 
extremely popular, while 44.6% of respondents retain an interest in same brands. 
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Graph 35: Need for Uniqueness: Avoidance of Products or Brands 
 
Graph 35 shows that 45% of respondents buy the products or brands, which are bought by the 
general population, while 41% of respondents avoid buying products or brands bought by the 
general population. 
Graph 36: Need for Uniqueness: Dislike Products or Brands 
 
Graph 36 shows that as a rule, 47% of respondents dislike products or brands that are customarily 
purchased by everyone, while 43.8% of respondents are not agree with that rule. 
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Graph 37: Need for Uniqueness: Style of Clothing 
 
Graph 37 shows that 50.4% of respondents quit wearing the same clothing, wear at common 
place.  
Graph 38: Need for Uniqueness: Average 
 
Graph 38 shows that 45.1% of respondents need to be unique in the general population, while 
43.1% of respondents do not believe in need of uniqueness. 
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Graph 39: Materialism: Admiring People 
 
Graph 39 shows that 87.2% of respondents admire people who own expensive homes, cars and 
clothes. 
Graph 40: Materialism: Achievement in Life 
 
Graph 40 shows that 52% of respondents are satisfied with the things which they achieve in their 
life. 
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Graph 41: Materialism: Pleasure For Buying Things 
 
Graph 41 shows that buying things gives a lot of pleasure to 78.4% of respondents. 
Graph 42: Materialism: Average 
 
Graph 42 shows that 52.6% of respondents believe in materialism and satisfy with the things, 
they achieved in their lives. 
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Graph 43: Underdog Affection: Brand Appeal 
 
Graph 43 shows that 51.2% of respondents think that branded products are generally more 
appealing than lesser known brands. 
Graph 44: Underdog Affection: Survival of Local Store 
 
Graph 44 shows that 58.4% of respondents feel happy when local stores survive in spite of 
national chains moving into their town. 
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Graph 45: Underdog Affection: Special Business Locally Owned Business
 
Graph 45 shows that 41.2% of respondents have a special place in their heart for locally owned 
businesses. 
Graph 46: Underdog Affection: Emotional Feeling towards Locally Owned Stores  
 
Graph 46 shows that 37.6% of respondent have emotional ties to locally owned stores, while 
41.6% of respondents does not have any emotional ties with locally owned stores. 
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Graph 47: Underdog Affiliation: Average 
 
Graph 47 shows that 41.9% of respondents have an association with the underdog (locally owned 
stores), while 37.8% of respondents do not have any association with the underdog (locally 
owned stores)  
Graph 48: Local Support: Shopping Preferences 
 
Graph 48 shows that 55.8% of respondents shop almost exclusively at large national chain stores. 
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Graph 49: Local Support: Shopping At Community Shop 
 
Graph 49 shows that if given the chance, 67.4% of respondents always prefer to shop at the stores 
that are owned by the member of their community. 
Graph 50: Local Support: Shopping Even Though Less Choices 
 
Graph 50 shows that 52.6% of respondents are preferring to shop at locally owned stores, even 
though the selection may be less. 
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Graph 51: Local Support: Spending On Locally Owned Stores 
 
Graph 51 shows that 52.8% of respondents spend their weekly allowances of shopping for 
groceries at a national chain store. 
Graph 52: Local Support: Average 
 
Graph 52 shows that 41.6% of respondents are in support of locally owned stores, while 38.7% of 
respondents are in support of national chain stores. 
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Graph 53: Sports Likeliness  
 
Graph 53 shows that 69.4% of respondents watch or listen to sport at all time. 
Graph 54: Past Purchase Behavior: Sport Products 
 
Graph 54 shows that 11.4% of respondents not always purchased products and services related to 
the sport they watch or listen to past. 
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Graph 55: Playing Sports 
 
Graph 55 shows that 32.8% of respondents do not play sports at all time. 
Graph 56: Sports Experience 
 
Graph 56 shows that 65% of respondents have a lot of experience of watching or listening to 
sport. 
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Graph 57: Future Sports Likeliness 
 
Graph 57 shows that 71.4% of respondents will watch or listen to sport in future. 
Graph 58: Future Purchase Behavior: Sport Products 
 
Graph 58 shows that 52.8% of respondents will purchase products or services related to sport 
they will watch or listen in future. 
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Graph 59: Playing Sport: Future 
 
Graph 59 shows that 35.8% of respondents will play the sport in future. 
Graph 60: Watch or Listen Preference: Alone 
 
Graph 60 shows that 52.2% of respondents are not preferred to watch or listen to sport alone. 
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Graph 61: Watch or Listen Preference: With Friends 
 
Graph 61 shows that 71.2% of respondents often watch or listen to sport with their friends. 
Graph 62: Watch or Listen Preference: With My Sports Team 
 
Graph 62 shows that 76.8% of respondents do not watch or listen to sport with their sports team. 
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Graph 63: Watch or Listen Preference: With Strangers 
 
Graph 63 shows that 90.8% of respondents do not watch or listen to sport with strangers. 
Graph 64: Watch or Listen Preference: With Family 
 
Graph 64 shows that 75% of respondents often watch or listen to sport with their family. 
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Graph 65: Mode of Watching or Listening to Sport: PC/MAC 
 
Graph 65 shows that only 11.6% of respondents watch or listen to on PC/MAC. 
Graph 66: Mode of Watching or Listening to Sport: Television 
 
Graph 66 shows that 88.8% of respondents watch or listen to sport on television. 
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Graph 67: Mode of Watching or Listening to Sport: Mobile Phones 
 
Graph 67 shows that 82.8% of respondents are not using mobile phones to watch or listen to 
sport. 
Graph 68: Mode of Watching or Listening to Sport: Smart Phones 
 
Graph 68 shows that 71% of respondents are not using smart phone to watch or listen to sport. 
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Graph 69: Mode of Watching or Listening to Sport: Radio 
 
Graph 69 shows that 18.6% of respondents listen to sport on radio. 
Graph 70: Mode of Watching or Listening to Sport: Tablet Computers 
 
Graph 70 shows that 70% of respondents are not using a tablet computer to watch or listen to 
sport. 
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Graph 71: Location of Watching or Listening to Sport: At Sports Club 
 
Graph 71 shows that only 6.4% of respondents prefer to watch or listen to sport at the sports club. 
Graph 72: Location of Watching or Listening to Sport: At Stadium 
 
Graph 72 shows that 30.8% of respondents prefer to watch sports at a stadium. 
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Graph 73: Location of Watching or Listening to Sport: At Home 
 
Graph 73 shows that 93.4% of respondents prefer to watch or listen to sport at home. 
Graph 74: Location of Watching or Listening to Sport: At a Bar 
 
Graph 74 shows that only 20.2% of respondents prefer to watch or listen to sport at a bar. 
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Graph 75: Location of Watching or Listening to Sport: At a Friend’s House 
 
Graph 75 shows that 30% of respondents prefer to watch or listen to sport at their friend’s house. 
Graph 76: Frequency of Watching or Listening Sport 
 
Graph 76 shows that 67.4% of respondents are often watched or listen to sport. 
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Graph 77: Sport Preference: Frequency 
 
Graph 77 shows that 64.4% of respondents watch or listen to sports at least once a week. 
Graph 78: Watch or Listen Sports Played By: Professionals 
 
Graph 78 shows that 96.2% of respondents often watch or listen to sport played by professionals 
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Graph 79: Watch or Listen Sports Played By: Family (Children) 
 
Graph 79 shows that 31% of respondents often watch or listen to sport played by family 
(Children). 
Graph 80: Watch or Listen Sports Played By: Amateurs 
 
Graph 80 shows that 58.8% of respondents do not watch or listen to sport played by Amateurs. 
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Graph 81: Watch or Listen Sports Played By: Family (Adults) 
 
Graph 81 shows that only 20.2% of respondents often watch or listen to sport played by family 
(Adults). 
Graph 82: Watch or Listen Sports Played By: Friends 
 
Graph 82 shows that 40.2% of respondents often watch or listen to sport played by their friends. 
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Graph 83: Way of Spend Money of Watching or Listening Sport: On the Internet 
 
Graph 83 shows that only 25.6% of respondents spend money on the internet to watch or listen to 
sport. 
Graph 1: Way of Spend Money for Watching or Listening Sport: At a Stadium
 
Graph 84 shows that only 26% of respondents spend money at the stadium to watch sport. 
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Graph 2: Way of Spend Money for Watchinganor Listening Sport: On a Smartphones 
 
Graph 85 shows that 55.2% of respondents do not spend money on a smart phone to watch or 
listen to sport. 
Graph 84: Way of Spend Money for Watching or Listening Sport: On the Sky 
 
Graph 86 shows that 63% of respondents spend money on sky to watch or listen to sport. 
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Graph 85: Way of Spend Money for Watching or Listening Sport: On a Tablet Computer 
 
Graph 87 shows that 67% of respondents do not spend money on a tablet computer to watch or 
listen to sport. 
Graph 3: Way of Spend Money for Watching or Listening Sport: By Supporting Club 
 
Graph 88 shows that only 8% of respondents support the local clubs. 
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Graph 86: Watch or Listen Sport (Players): International Professionals NOT from NZ
 
Graph 89 shows that 71.4% of respondents watch or listen to sport played by international 
professional other than NZ. 
Graph 87: Watch or Listen Sport (Players): Local Professionals from My City 
 
Graph 90 shows that 42.6% of respondents watch or listen to sport played by local professional 
from their city. 
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Graph 88: Watch or Listen Sport (Players): Local Amateurs from My City 
 
Graph 91 shows that only 21.2% of respondents watch or listen to sport played by local amateurs 
from their city. 
Graph 89: Watch or Listen Sport (Players): Intefrom NZnal Professionals fromNZ 
 
Graph 92 shows that 91.2% of respondents watch or listen to sport played by international 
professional from NZ. 
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Graph 90: Watch or Listen Sport (Players): Local Amateurs from Another City in NZ 
 
Graph 93 shows that only 14.8% of respondents watch or listen to sport played by local amateurs 
from another city in NZ. 
Graph 91: Watch or Listen: Tennis 
 
Graph 94 shows that only 15.4% of respondents watch or listen to Tennis. 
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Graph 92: Watch or Listen: Rugby 
 
Graph 95 shows that 84.4% of respondents watch or listen to Rugby. 
Graph 93: Watch or Listen: Football (Soccer) 
 
Graph 96 shows that 67% of respondents watch or listen to football (Soccer). 
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Graph 94: Watch or Listen: Cricket 
 
Graph 97 shows that 47.4% of respondents watch or listen to Cricket. 
Graph 95: Watch or Listen: Athletics 
 
Graph 98 shows that only 9.2% of respondents watch or listen to Athletics. 
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Graph 96: Watch or Listen: Hockey 
 
Graph 99 shows that only 5.2% of respondents watch or listen to Hockey. 
Graph 97: Watch or Listen: Net Ball 
 
Graph 100 shows that only 10.8% of respondents watch or listen to Netball. 
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Graph 98: Watch or Listen: Rugby League 
 
Graph 101 shows that 34% of respondents watch or listen to Rugby League. 
Graph 99: Watch or Listen: Yachting 
 
Graph 102 shows that only 36.8% of respondents watch or listen to Yachting. 
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Graph 100: Watch or Listen: Basketball 
 
Graph 103 shows that only 10.6% of respondents watch or listen to Basketball. 
Graph 101: Watch or Listen: Swimming 
 
Graph 104 shows that only 6.2% of respondents watch or listen to Swimming. 
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7.2 Appendix: Skewness and Kurtosis Calculation 
 SKEWNESS AND KURTOSIS (SPSS) 
 
N Mean Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 
Error Statistic 
Std. 
Error 
BM1 500 5.41 -.786 .109 .724 .218 
BM2 500 5.27 -.233 .109 -.159 .218 
BM3 500 5.68 -.854 .109 1.410 .218 
BM4 500 5.74 -.508 .109 -.174 .218 
TD1 500 3.44 .260 .109 -.608 .218 
TD2 499 5.01 -.567 .109 -.081 .218 
UO1 500 4.57 -.311 .109 -.756 .218 
UO2 500 4.30 -.217 .109 -.771 .218 
UO3 500 4.36 -.091 .109 -.805 .218 
UO4 500 4.46 -.265 .109 -.524 .218 
EC1 500 5.54 -1.207 .109 1.934 .218 
EC2 500 5.80 -.602 .109 .451 .218 
EC3 500 6.00 -.768 .109 .234 .218 
EC4 499 6.10 -.994 .109 .680 .218 
HP1 500 5.14 -.804 .109 .586 .218 
HP2 500 5.46 -.691 .109 .476 .218 
HP3 499 5.81 -.593 .109 -.005 .218 
NP1 500 4.38 -.028 .109 -1.179 .218 
NP2 499 3.89 .182 .109 -1.015 .218 
NP3 500 4.04 -.053 .109 -.876 .218 
NP4 500 3.98 .099 .109 -.936 .218 
NU1 500 4.02 -.009 .109 -1.056 .218 
NU2 500 3.89 -.014 .109 -.945 .218 
NU3 500 4.06 -.087 .109 -1.046 .218 
NU4 500 4.14 -.229 .109 -1.018 .218 
MT1 500 5.41 -1.337 .109 2.609 .218 
MT2 500 4.57 -.046 .109 -.810 .218 
MT3 500 5.40 -.862 .109 .464 .218 
UA1 500 3.60 .292 .109 -1.124 .218 
UA2 500 4.66 -.361 .109 -.908 .218 
UA3 500 4.15 -.092 .109 -.452 .218 
UA4 500 3.91 .071 .109 -.783 .218 
LS1 500 3.49 .438 .109 -.527 .218 
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LS2 500 4.97 -.531 .109 -.561 .218 
LS3 500 4.38 -.272 .109 -.724 .218 
LS4 500 3.51 .267 .109 -.665 .218 
W1 500 4.26 .017 .109 -.599 .218 
B1 500 2.90 .596 .109 .008 .218 
P 500 2.57 .957 .109 .101 .218 
W2 500 4.10 -.182 .109 -.729 .218 
W3 500 5.06 -.660 .109 -.379 .218 
B2 500 3.63 -.005 .109 -.984 .218 
P 500 3.51 .191 .109 -1.233 .218 
WG1 500 3.41 .071 .109 -1.207 .218 
WG2 499 4.95 -.935 .109 -.360 .218 
WG3 500 1.95 1.904 .109 2.801 .218 
WG4 500 1.92 .952 .109 .130 .218 
WG5 500 4.89 -.788 .109 -.136 .218 
WC1 500 2.24 1.189 .109 .486 .218 
WC2 500 5.82 -1.803 .109 3.136 .218 
WC3 500 1.27 3.825 .109 18.294 .218 
WC4 500 2.09 1.276 .109 .583 .218 
WC5 500 3.04 .409 .109 -.673 .218 
WC6 500 1.68 2.200 .109 4.122 .218 
WL1 500 2.13 1.413 .109 1.890 .218 
WL2 500 3.61 .157 .109 -.793 .218 
WL3 500 6.07 -1.395 .109 3.182 .218 
WL4 500 2.91 .557 .109 -.824 .218 
WL5 500 3.56 .268 .109 -.993 .218 
WL6 500 4.23 -.019 .109 -.673 .218 
W3_A 500 2.80 .215 .109 -.927 .218 
WP1 500 6.22 -1.587 .109 4.082 .218 
WP2 500 3.03 .392 .109 -1.391 .218 
WP3 500 2.00 1.482 .109 1.115 .218 
WP4 500 2.65 .869 .109 -.458 .218 
WP5 500 3.91 .016 .109 -1.199 .218 
B3 500 2.82 .708 .109 -.107 .218 
B4 500 3.21 .203 .109 -.984 .218 
B5 500 2.03 1.502 .109 1.148 .218 
B6 500 4.84 -.747 .109 -.170 .218 
B7 500 1.64 2.449 .109 5.763 .218 
B8 500 2.12 1.481 .109 2.008 .218 
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WI1 500 5.58 -1.083 .109 .468 .218 
WI2 500 3.94 -.039 .109 -1.189 .218 
WI3 499 2.85 .612 .109 -.930 .218 
WI4 500 6.04 -1.727 .109 3.231 .218 
WI5 500 2.44 .930 .109 -.314 .218 
WT1 500 2.86 .717 .109 -.089 .218 
WT2 500 5.14 -.689 .109 -.141 .218 
WT3 500 4.45 -.406 .109 -1.240 .218 
WT4 500 3.77 .200 .109 -1.516 .218 
WT5 500 2.04 1.367 .109 .858 .218 
WT6 500 1.80 1.605 .109 1.946 .218 
WT7 500 2.53 .720 .109 -.425 .218 
WT8 500 2.94 .527 .109 -.694 .218 
WT9 500 3.64 -.108 .109 -1.205 .218 
WT10 500 1.75 2.055 .109 3.941 .218 
WT11 500 1.50 2.545 .109 6.899 .218 
Valid N 
(listwise) 
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7.3 Appendix- Variance Inflation Factor 
VIF – VARIANCE INFLATION FACTOR (SPSS) 
Dependent = W1 Tolerance VIF  Dependent = 
Mean of W1, 
W2, W3 
Tolerance VIF 
BM1 .649 1.540 BM1 .637 1.570 
BM2 .598 1.673 BM2 .591 1.691 
BM3 .639 1.565 BM3 .636 1.572 
BM4 .571 1.752 BM4 .566 1.766 
TD1 .652 1.534 TD1 .643 1.555 
TD2 .720 1.390 TD2 .701 1.427 
UO1 .537 1.862 UO1 .537 1.861 
UO2 .622 1.606 UO2 .618 1.618 
UO3 .591 1.691 UO3 .582 1.717 
UO4 .579 1.727 UO4 .567 1.762 
EC1 .689 1.451 EC1 .690 1.450 
EC2 .686 1.459 EC2 .672 1.488 
EC3 .664 1.505 EC3 .657 1.523 
EC4 .615 1.625 EC4 .604 1.655 
HP1 .500 2.000 HP1 .493 2.027 
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HP2 .756 1.323 HP2 .743 1.347 
HP3 .594 1.682 HP3 .591 1.693 
NP1 .671 1.491 NP1 .662 1.511 
NP2 .623 1.605 NP2 .604 1.656 
NP3 .553 1.809 NP3 .553 1.808 
NP4 .527 1.898 NP4 .519 1.925 
NU1 .514 1.945 NU1 .499 2.004 
NU2 .537 1.863 NU2 .525 1.903 
NU3 .503 1.988 NU3 .495 2.022 
NU4 .471 2.122 NU4 .463 2.158 
MT1 .579 1.728 MT1 .578 1.729 
MT2 .706 1.416 MT2 .696 1.437 
MT3 .588 1.701 MT3 .575 1.740 
UA1 .608 1.645 UA1 .595 1.680 
UA2 .511 1.956 UA2 .506 1.975 
UA3 .428 2.335 UA3 .427 2.340 
UA4 .450 2.223 UA4 .445 2.249 
LS1 .512 1.953 LS1 .502 1.992 
LS2 .435 2.301 LS2 .429 2.333 
LS3 .413 2.419 LS3 .412 2.426 
LS4 .527 1.897 LS4 .524 1.910 
B1 .285 3.510 B1 .287 3.489 
P1 .222 4.503 P1 .227 4.398 
W2 .289 3.455 B2 .184 5.445 
W3 .168 5.960 P2 .184 5.436 
B2 .155 6.466 WG1 .444 2.254 
P2 .182 5.480 WG2 .394 2.537 
WG1 .440 2.271 WG3 .280 3.572 
WG2 .395 2.534 WG4 .469 2.131 
WG3 .280 3.569 WG5 .547 1.828 
WG4 .486 2.056 WC1 .362 2.759 
WG5 .572 1.747 WC2 .383 2.611 
WC1 .374 2.672 WC3 .590 1.694 
WC2 .381 2.622 WC4 .301 3.324 
WC3 .598 1.673 WC5 .562 1.780 
WC4 .301 3.327 WC6 .330 3.034 
WC5 .566 1.767 WL1 .291 3.434 
WC6 .333 3.005 WL2 .257 3.890 
WL1 .293 3.409 WL3 .459 2.177 
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WL2 .255 3.921 WL4 .421 2.376 
WL3 .470 2.126 WL5 .382 2.618 
WL4 .422 2.368 WL6 .189 5.284 
WL5 .385 2.598 W3 .181 5.536 
WL6 .182 5.491 WP1 .515 1.943 
W3 .183 5.452 WP2 .557 1.794 
WP1 .524 1.908 WP3 .300 3.337 
WP2 .598 1.672 WP4 .243 4.123 
WP3 .301 3.322 WP5 .251 3.980 
WP4 .244 4.101 B3 .300 3.329 
WP5 .252 3.974 B4 .257 3.888 
B3 .301 3.317 B5 .314 3.184 
B4 .269 3.715 B6 .319 3.138 
B5 .316 3.160 B7 .373 2.680 
B6 .334 2.998 B8 .409 2.443 
B7 .374 2.674 WI1 .371 2.699 
B8 .423 2.366 WI2 .211 4.745 
WI1 .387 2.585 WI3 .234 4.272 
WI2 .210 4.770 WI4 .365 2.742 
WI3 .235 4.262 WI5 .280 3.566 
WI4 .370 2.699 WT1 .609 1.641 
WI5 .272 3.682 WT2 .416 2.402 
WT1 .623 1.605 WT3 .385 2.595 
WT2 .422 2.368 WT4 .503 1.987 
WT3 .398 2.512 WT5 .518 1.929 
WT4 .517 1.936 WT6 .511 1.958 
WT5 .523 1.913 WT7 .501 1.994 
WT6 .519 1.928 WT8 .348 2.871 
WT7 .528 1.892 WT9 .396 2.526 
WT8 .352 2.841 WT10 .530 1.886 
WT9 .411 2.434 WT11 .548 1.824 
WT10 .543 1.842 
WT11 .571 1.753 
 
 
 
 
147 
 
7.4 Appendix- Questionnaire 
SCREEN QUESTION: Do you watch sport (e.g., sports club, home, the internet  
Smartphone etc.)? 
TIME/DATE:                               
Strongly 
Disagree      
Strongly 
Agree NO: 
Balance Maintenance (BM)          
1. No business should have too much power. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 BM1 
2. I believe that those in power should have limits on their influence. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 BM2 
3. Monopolies of any sort have a negative impact on society’s welfare. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 BM3 
4. We need to make sure that the 'little guy' can compete. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 BM4 
Top Dog Antipathy (TD)         
5. When I go shopping, I try to avoid the large national chain stores. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TD1 
6. I hate it when the big national chains displace the locally-owned stores. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TD2 
Underdog Orientation (UO)         
7. I identify with those who have to try harder to succeed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 UO1 
8. I have always had to try harder to succeed compared to others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 UO2 
9. When I see an underdog in society, I generally see myself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 UO3 
10. I see myself as an underdog in many of life’s pursuits. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 UO4 
Empathic Concern (EC)          
11. I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 EC1 
12. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards 
them. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
EC2 
13. I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 EC3 
14. I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 EC4 
Hope (HP)          
15. Even when things look their absolute gloomiest, I tend to feel hopeful that things 
can only get better. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
HP1 
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16. I am the type of person who becomes very motivated when there is a chance 
something good will happen. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
HP2 
17. Even though a positive outcome may be unlikely, I tend to believe that it will occur. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 HP3 
Nostalgia Proneness (NP)          
18. Products are getting shoddier and shoddier. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NP1 
19. The old brands are better than the new ones. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NP2 
20. The restaurants we had when I was growing up were better than the ones we 
have today. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
NP3 
21. The retail stores of yesteryear seemed to serve my needs better than today’s 
retail stores. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
NP4 
Need for Uniqueness (NU)          
22. When products or brands I like become extremely popular, I lose interest in them. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NU1 
23. I often try to avoid products or brands that I know are bought by the general 
population. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
NU2 
24. As a rule, I dislike products or brands that are customarily purchased by everyone. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NU3 
25. When a style of clothing I own becomes too commonplace, I usually quit wearing 
it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
NU4 
Materialism (MT)          
26. I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 MT1 
27. The things I own say a lot about how well I'm doing in life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 MT2 
28. Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 MT3 
Underdog Affection (UA)          
29. I generally find the lesser known brands more appealing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 UA1 
30. It makes me happy when mom-and-pop stores survive in spite of the national 
chains moving into our town. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
UA2 
31. I have a special place in my heart for the locally-owned businesses. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 UA4 
32. I have no emotional ties to locally-owned stores. (Reversed) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 UA5 
Local Support (LS)          
33. I shop almost exclusively at locally-owned businesses. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 LS1 
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34. If given the chance, I always prefer to shop at the stores that are owned by 
members of my community. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
LS2 
35. Even though the selection may be less at locally-owned mom-and-pops, I still 
shop at them rather than the national chains. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
LS3 
36. Most of my weekly allowance for groceries is spent at the locally-owned stores. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 LS4 
 
37. What is your biological gender?   1 Male 2  Female  PC1 
38. What is the highest level you completed in your formal 
education? 
1 Secondary School/ College PC2 
2 Trade/Professional Qualification PC2 
3 Degree/Diploma from a Tertiary Institution PC2 
4 Post-graduate Degree/Diploma from a Tertiary Institution PC2 
39. What is your marital status? 
1 Single PC3 
2 Widowed PC3 
3 Living with permanent partner PC3 
4 Married PC3 
5 Divorced/ Separated PC3 
40. What is your ethnicity? 
1 NZ Pakeha PC4 
2 Maori PC4 
3 Pacific Islander PC4 
4 Asian PC4 
5 European PC4 
6 Other PC4 
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41. What is your current employment status? 
1 Student PC5 
2 Full time  PC5 
3 Self employed PC5 
4 Unemployed PC5 
5 Homemaker PC5 
6 Part-time PC5 
42. What is your personal income before tax per year ($NZ)? 
1 Less than 10,000 PC6 
2 $10,000 – $20,000 PC6 
3 $20,001 – $30,000 PC6 
4 $30,001 – $40,000 PC6 
5 $40,001 – $50,000 PC6 
6 $50,001 – $60,000 PC6 
7 $60,001 – $70,000 PC6 
8 $70,001 -- $80,000 PC6 
9 $80,001 -- $90,000 PC6 
10 $90,001 -- $100,000 PC6 
11 $100,001 - $110,000 PC6 
12 $110,001 - $120,000 PC6 
13 $120,001 and over PC6 
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Sport Consumption Behavior  Strongly 
Disagree      
Strongly 
Agree  
43. I watch or listen to sport all the time. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 W1 
44. I have purchased products and services related to the sports I 
watch or listen to in the past. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B1 
45. I play sports all the time. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 P 
46. I have a lot of experience watching or listening to sport.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 W2 
47. I will watch or listen to sport in the future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 W3 
48. I will purchase products and services related to the sports I 
watch or listen to in the future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B2 
49. I play sport in the future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 P 
50. How often do you watch or listen to sport: Very Rarely      Very Often  
Alone 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WG1 
With Friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WG2 
With My Sports Team 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WG3 
With People I Don’t Know 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WG4 
With Family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WG5 
51. How often do you watch or listen to sport through the following: Very Rarely      Very Often  
PC/MAC (desktop, laptop, notebook, or netbook) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WC1 
Television 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WC2 
Mobile Phone (not Smartphone) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WC3 
Smartphone (including iPhone)  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WC4 
Radio 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WC5 
Tablet Computer (including iPad) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WC6 
52. How often do you watch or listen to sport in the following 
locations: Very Rarely      Very Often  
Sports Club 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WL1 
At a Stadium (e.g., Eden Park) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WL2 
At Home 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WL3 
At a Bar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WL4 
At a Friend’s House 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WL5 
53. How often do you watch or listen to sport?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WL6 
54. I watch or listen to sport… 
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Everyday 1 W3 
Every other day 2  
At least once a week 3  
Less than once a week, but at least once every two weeks. 4  
Less than once every two weeks, but at least once a month. 5  
Less than once a month, but at least every six months 6  
Less than once every six months, but at least once a year 7  
55. How often do you watch or listen to sport played by: Very Rarely      Very Often  
Professionals 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WP1 
Family (Children) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WP2 
Amateurs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WP3 
Family (Adults) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WP4 
Friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WP5 
56. How often do you pay money to watch or listen to sport: Very Rarely      Very Often  
On the Internet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B3 
At a Stadium (e.g., Eden Park) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B4 
On a Smartphone (including iPhone)  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B5 
On Sky TV 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B6 
On a Tablet Computer (including iPad) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B7 
By supporting the local club 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B8 
57. How often do you watch or listen to sport played by: Very Rarely      Very Often  
International Professionals NOT from NZ (e.g., Manchester United) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WI1 
Local Professionals from my City (e.g., The Blues)  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WI2 
Local Amateurs from my City 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WI3 
International Professionals from NZ (e.g., The All Blacks) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WI4 
Local Amateurs from another City in NZ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WI5 
58. How often watch or listen to the following sports: Very Rarely      Very Often  
Tennis 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT1 
Rugby 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT2 
Football (Soccer) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT3 
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Cricket 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT4 
Athletics 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT5 
Hockey 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT6 
Netball 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT7 
Rugby League 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT8 
Yachting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT9 
Basketball 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT10 
Swimming 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT11 
Other:________________________________________________      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT12 
Other:________________________________________________      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WT13 
 
 
 
 
7.5 Appendix- Final Questionnaire with Codes, CFA Model Changes and SEM Results 
1. Maintained in Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Structural Model - 1. 
2. Deleted because of higher Kurtosis and Skewness values - 2. 
3. Reliability analysis effect on construct - 3.  
4. Deleted because of high VIF (variance inflation factor) and multicollinearity. VIF values of all items are <5.0 -  4. 
5. Deleted because the standardized residual covariance is >2.0 - 5. 
6. Not included in the CFA or SEM Model - 6.  
7. Insignificant variable - 7 
8. Standardized regression weight below 8. 
 
Data also screened for missing values – missing values reduce n=496.  
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SCREEN QUESTION: Do you watch or listen to sport (e.g., sports club, home, 
the internet, Smartphone)? 
TIME/DATE:             
CODE CFA 
SEM 
Original 
Study 
Replication 
Study 
Balance Maintenance (BM)    (CR=0.82; α=0.81; 
AVE=0.53) 
 
 
(CR=0.63; 
α=0.63; 
AVE=0.37) 
1. 1. No business should have too much power. BM1 1 
2. I believe that those in power should have limits on their influence. BM2 1 
3. Monopolies of any sort have a negative impact on society’s welfare. BM3 5 
4. We need to make sure that the 'little guy' can compete. BM4 1 
Top Dog Antipathy (TD)   (CR=0.74; 
α=0.72; 
AVE=0.59) 
 
(CR=0.33; 
α=0.33; 
AVE=0.20) 5. When I go shopping, I try to avoid the large national chain stores. TD1 1 
6. I hate it when the big national chains displace the locally-owned stores. TD2 1 
Underdog Orientation (UO)   (CR=0.86; 
α=0.82; 
AVE=0.61) 
(CR=0.66; 
α=0.65; 
AVE=0.40) 7. I identify with those who have to try harder to succeed. UO1 5 
8. I have always had to try harder to succeed compared to others. UO2 1 
9. When I see an underdog in society, I generally see myself. UO3 1 
10. I see myself as an underdog in many of life’s pursuits. UO4 1 
Empathic Concern (EC)     (CR=0.82; 
α=0.80; 
AVE=0.53) 
(CR=0.55; 
α=0.55; 
AVE=0.30) 11. I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me. EC1 5 
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12. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective 
towards them. 
EC2 1 
13. I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. EC3 1 
14. I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person. EC4 1 
Hope (HP)    (CR=0.79; 
α=0.75; 
AVE=0.56) 
(CR=0.63; 
α=0.60; 
AVE=0.38) 15. Even when things look their absolute gloomiest, I tend to feel hopeful that 
things can only get better. 
HP1 1 
16. I am the type of person who becomes very motivated when there is a chance 
something good will happen. 
HP2 1 
17. Even though a positive outcome may be unlikely, I tend to believe that it 
will occur. 
HP3 1 
Nostalgia Proneness (NP)    (CR=0.82 
α=0.81; 
AVE=0.53) 
(CR=0.72 
α=0.71; 
AVE=0.47) 18. Products are getting shoddier and shoddier. NP1 5 
19. The old brands are better than the new ones. NP2 1 
20. The restaurants we had when I was growing up were better than the ones we 
have today. 
NP3 1 
21. The retail stores of yesteryear seemed to serve my needs better than today’s 
retail stores. 
NP4 1 
Need for Uniqueness (NU)     (CR=0.90; 
α=0.90; 
AVE=0.68) 
 (CR=0.75; 
α=0.75; 
AVE=0.50) 22. When products or brands I like become extremely popular, I lose interest in 
them. 
NU1 5 
23. I often try to avoid products or brands that I know are bought by the general 
population. 
NU2 1 
24. As a rule, I dislike products or brands that are customarily purchased by 
everyone. 
NU3 1 
25. When a style of clothing I own becomes too commonplace, I usually quit 
wearing it. 
NU4 1 
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Materialism (MT)     (CR=0.76; 
α=0.80; 
AVE=0.51) 
 (CR=0.58; 
α=0.50; 
AVE=0.33) 26. I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes. MT1 1 
27. The things I own say a lot about how well I'm doing in life. MT2 1 
28. Buying things give me a lot of pleasure. MT3 1 
Underdog Affection (UA)     (CR=0.82; α=0.80; 
AVE=0.53) 
 (CR=0.63; 
α=0.63; 
AVE=0.36) 29. I generally find the lesser known brands more appealing. UA1 1 
30. It makes me happy when mom-and-pop stores survive in spite of the 
national chains moving into our town. 
UA2 1 
31. I have a special place in my heart for the locally-owned businesses. UA3 1 
32. I have emotional ties to locally-owned stores. UA4 5 
Local Support (LS)     (CR=0.87; 
α=0.84; 
AVE=0.63) 
 (CR=0.68; 
α=0.64; 
AVE=0.43) 33. I shop almost exclusively at locally-owned businesses. LS1 5 
34. If given the chance, I always prefer to shop at the stores that are owned by 
members of my community. 
LS2 1 
35. Even though the selection may be less at locally-owned mom-and-pops, I 
still shop at them rather than the national chains. 
LS3 1 
36. Most of my weekly allowance for groceries is spent at the locally-owned 
stores. 
LS4 1 
 
